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SENATE— Wednesday, March 25, 1981

(Legislative day of Monday, February 16, 1981)

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the Honorable Frank H. MUR-
KOWwWSKI, & Senator from the State of
Alaska.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich-
ard C. Halverson, LL.D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Bless the Lord, O my soul; and all that
is within me, bless His holy name! Bless
the Lord, O my soul, and forget not all
His benefits, who forgives all your in-
equity, who heals all your diseases, who
redeems your life from the pit, who
crowns you with steadfast love and
mercy, who satisfies you with good as
long as you live. Psalms 103: 1-5 (R.S.V.)

Graclous, loving God, forgive the in-
difference with which we receive life's
common blessings Thou dost lavish upon
us daily. We enjoy love of family while
many families are broken by persecution
and oppression. We have more than we
need to eat while millions never have
enough and thousands starve to death
each day. We live in warm, comfortable
homes while millions languish in refugee
camps.

Father in heaven, receive our inex-
pressible gratitude and fill us with com-
passion for the poor, the oppressed, the
homeless, and the hungry.

We ask this in the name of Him whose
love and care includes all. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. THURMOND) .

The legislative clerk read the following
letter:

Washington, D.C., March 25, 1981.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
eppoint the Honorable FraNk H. MURKOW-
SKI, & Senator from the State of Alaska, to
perform the dutles of the Chalr.

StrROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. MURKOWSKI thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
majority leader is recognized.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chair.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal of
the proceedings of the Senate be ap-
proved to date.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER. Mr, President, in a few
moments, we will begin a sequence of
special orders in favor of 26 Senators.
Before we do that, I have two matters I
should like to address.

First, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the special orders be modi-
fied so that the distinguished Senator
from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON) may re-
ceive the first special order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Missouri will withhold for
just a moment and if the distinguished
minority leader will permit me, I will
shortly send to the desk a resolution and
ask for its immediate consideration, in
respect to a change in rule XXV para-
graph 3, of the Standing Rules of the
Senate, with respect to the Small Busi-
ness Committee. I believe it has been
cleared on both sides.

SENATE RESOLUTION 101—CHANG-
ING STATUS OF COMMITTEE ON
SMALL BUSINESS TO THAT OF A
STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a resolution in respect to a
rules change and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pc;'e. The resolution will be stated by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 101) to change the
status of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness to that of a standing committee, and
for other purposes.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
resolution be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the resolution?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I have no ob-
Jjection.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Small Business Com-
mittee, I rise in support of this resolu-
tion. I would like to thank the joint

leadership for their support and cooper-
ation in this effort to change the status
of the Small Business Committee.

Although the Small Business Commit-
tee has had all of the powers and author-
ity of a standing committee of the Sen-
ate since it acquired legislative authority
in 1976, it has continued to be labeled
a “select” committee. By taking this
action today, the Senate is sending a
clear signal to the American people that
the problems of small business are not
to be ignored or forgotten, but that small
business and its advocate, the Small
Business Committee, are here to stay.

This resolution in no way alters the
committee’s current authority or juris-
diction, and will have no impact on the
ability of any committee member to serve
on this, or any other committee in the
Senate.

Today, as the Small Business Commit-
tee takes its rightful place among the
standing committees of the Senate, is
a truly significant and long-awaited day
for small businesses across this Nation.
HISTORY OF THE SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE

The Senate Small Business Committee
was created as a select committee during
the 81st Congress to study and survey
“by means of research and investigation
all problems of American small business
enterprises, and to obtain all facts possi-
ble in relation thereto which would not
only be of public interest, but which
would aid the Congress in enacting re-
medial legislation.”

The committee was empowered from
time to time to report to the Senate, by
bill or otherwise, its recommendations on
matters referred to the committee or
otherwise within its jurisdiction. At the
time of its creation, the committee was
not granted legislative authority, nor was
a termination date specified. Despite this
lack of legislative authority, the Small
Business Committee throughout these
earlier years continued to reflect the
needs of small business through its leg-
islative mandate.

On April 29, 1976, the Senate passed
Senate Resolution 104. which gave the
Select Committee on Small Business leg-
islative authority over the Small Business
Administration, to take effect when Con-
gress reconvened in January, 1977. The
committee continues to have and exer-
cise that authority.

Mr. President, today's action by this
Senate is particularly ironic when you
consider that in 1979, a serious attempt
was made to abolish this committee en-
tirely.

That today we are not only reaffirming
our faith in this committee, but are
further recognizing its ongoing impor-
tance by making it a permanent, stand-
ing committee shows clearly the progress
small business has made.

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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Giving the committee permanent
status as an advocate for small business is
the culmination of a growing apprecia-
tion and recognition of the contributions
small business has made and will con-
tinue to make, and of the clout the small
business community has come to have.

Further proof of this clout is in the
growing interest in having membership
on this committee. Originally set at 9
members, the committee size nearly
doubled to 17 at the beginning of the
96th Congress, when Senators, recogniz-
ing the breadth of the small business
constituency, showed increased desire to
sit on the committee.

BMALL BUSINESS IN THE AMERICAN ECONOMY

The importance of small business in
our economy is clear. The facts speak for
themselves. Smali businesses account for
43 percent of the gross national product,
58 percent of private employment, and
75 percent of all new jobs. Finally, after
many years of neglect, these economic
facts are being translated into political
clout.

I might add it is about time. And not
a moment too soon. We are witnessing a
growing concentration of economic
power. If our free enterprise system is to
survive, a reversal in Federal tax and
regulatory policies must occur.

The top Fortune 100 firms now con-
trol the same share of manufacturing
assets that the top 200 did 30 years ago.
Put simply, this means that today the
same amount of the Nation’s assets are
concentrated in half as many hands.
The top 200 firms now control 61 per-

cent of the Nation’s manufacturing and
mining assets, which is the same per-
centage share owned by the top 1,000 en-
terprises at the start of World War II.

Meanwhile, small- and medium-sized
businesses today control less than 27 per-
cent of this country's corporate assets,
whereas they owned nearly twice as
much in 1960.

This increased economic power in the
hands of a few of our Nation's largest
businesses has not come about duve to
efficient operations. Instead, it has come
about due to the purchase of small busi-
nesses by larger businesses. Nearly 74
percent of those businesses acquired by
merger or acquisition in 1976 had assets
of less than $1 million, while almost half
of the acquiring companies had assets in
excess of $100 million.

Clearly, small businesses are being
swallowed up. At a certain point in their
growth, small business owners have
found it more attractive to sell out than
to continue to try to exist as a private
independent interest. Taking into ac-
count existing economic structures, it is
understandable. Small businesses are
finding it increasingly difficult to sur-
vive. Fifty-five percent of all businesses
in the United States fail in the first 5
years. With interest rates for short-term
borrowings hovering around 20 percent,
& growing number of small firms are be-
ing forced into bankruptey.

As chairman of the Small Business
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Committee, I believe we have an impor-
tant role to play as an advocate for the
small business community. A large part
of that role is to see that this kind of
trend toward failure and surrender does
not continue. I intend that this commit-
tee act as a legislative watchdog, review-
ing bills from the small business perspec-
tive, and assessing their impact on this
diverse and important business sector.

In this advocacy role, I introduced,
earlier this year, S. 360, the Omnibus
Small Business Capital Formation Act.
This comprehensive legislation, cospon-
sored by Senators UURENBERGER, NUNN
and 19 others, was offered so as to insure
that the questions of small business tax
relief will be seriously considered at the
earliest stages of deliberation on tax cut
legislation. I intend to bird dog the prog-
ress of this bill every step of the way in
an effort to obtain fair and equitable tax
treatment for small businesses.

Members of the Small Business Com-
mittee know well the seriousness of the
problems facing small businessmen and
women. Their advocacy role has been on-
going; it does not just start now.

In addition to the tax reform legisla-
tion I mentioned a moment ago, this
committee has begun active oversight of
the SBA, with 2 number of hearings on
programs and policies already planned.

Yesterday we held a confirmation
hearing on Michael Cardenas, the Presi-
dent’'s choice for Administrator of the
SBA, and just this afternoon we com-
pleted deliberations on that nomination
by approving Mr. Cardenas for that
weighty and highly demanding job.

We intend to work closely with Mr.
Cardenas in the months ahead as we
continue our oversight activities with re-
gard to the SBA, something I, as chair-
man, set as one of our top priorities at
the beginning of this year.

We are also committed to seeing that
the Regulatory Flexibility Act, the Equal
Access to Justice Act and the Patent Re-
form Act—all important laws enacted
last year—are fully implemented and ad-
ministered effectively. We will likely be
holding hearings in the coming weeks
and months to fulfill that aim.

We have been and we will continue
to be advocates for small business. As
advocates, we appreciate the support the
Senate has given us today and the mes-
sage they have sent to the country. Small
business is here to stay, and as of today,
s0 is this committee.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I support
the resolution amending the Standing
Rules of the Senate to elevate the status
of the Select Committee on Small Busi-
ness to a full standing committee.

Since the creation of the Small Busi-
ness Committee on February 20, 1950,
it has played a significant role in the
jurisdiction on par with other standing
legislation of interest, need, and concern
to the small business community.

However, it was not until the passage
of Senate Resolution 104 in April 1976
that the committee received legislative
jurisdiction on par with other standing
committees of the Senate.
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The Senate’s action today will merely
clarify the fact that the Small Business
Committee, like its sister permanent
committees in the Senate, is a full stand-
ing committee.

The resolution makes no change in
the jurisdiction of this, or any other
committee,

The resolution makes no change in
the ability of present members to serve
on the Small Business Committee, and
does not impact service on any other
committee.

The resolution creates no new com-
mittee in the Senate.

The resolution requires no additional
expenditures by the Senate.

Simply, the resolution has the effect
of eliminating the appearance that the
Senate is relegating the important is-
sues of small business to some kind of
subordinate Senate committee.

In 1950, Congress firmly addressed the
importance of creating a strong and
healthy environment in which small
business could be created and flourish.

But we also saw the structural bar-
riers in our society that stifled that en-
vironment. The creation of the Select
Committee on Small Business was the
vehicle designed to identify those limi-
tations and recommend solutions to
them,

In 1953, Congress established the
Small Business Administration as an in-
dependent agency of the executive
branch. Originally, the SBA was created
to help small businesses meet the needs
for interim financing.

It has performed that job well, so that,
to date, it has made over $25 billion in
direct and guaranteed loan assistance
to the independent entrepreneur, at min-
imal cost to the Government. During the
past 28 years, Congress and the execu-
tive branch have broadened the agency's
mission and responsibilities beyond that
financing role. Through the most decen-
tralized and diversified field structure in
the Federal Government, the Small Busi-
ness Administration:

Administers emergency disaster assist-
ance for homeowners and businesses;

Utilizes private sector resources to fos-
ter equity capital for businesses through
small business investment companies:

Provides procurement assistance and
access to contracts for small and small
disadvantaged businesses that might
otherwise be foreclosed in the normal
procurement process; and

Has one of the most successful advo-
cacy programs on behalf of their con-
stituents.

These pregrams have been created, re-
viewed, and refined by the work of the
Senate Select Committee on Small Busi-
ness during the past quarter century—
in cooperation with other standing com-
mittees. That cooperation will continue
to exist.

This resolution signals to the small
business community, the executive
branch, and the public, that the con-
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tinued vitality of small husiness is & mat-
ter of continuing priority for the U.S.
Senate. The resolution is the next logical
step for us in its recognition of small
business.

Mr. President, I urge adoption of this
resolution.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

The resolution (S. Res. 101), submitted
by Mr. Baker for himself, Mr. RoserT C.
Byrp, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. NuNN, Mr.
HarcH, Mr. HAYARAWA, Mr. GORTON, Mr.
RupmaN, Mr. D’AmaTo, Mr. Baucus, Mr.
LEvVIN, Mr. DixoN, Mr. BuUMPERS, Mr.
HupprLEsTON, Mr. Sasser, and Mr.
BoscHWITZ, reads as follows:

8. Res. 101

Resolved, That Rule XXV, paragraph 3 (b),
is amended by striking:

“Small Business. .. e ¢ & e

Sec. 2. Rule XXV, paragraph 3(a), is
amended by striking the period at the end
and adding in lieu thereof:

“Small Business,

Sec. 3. Paragraph 1 of Rule XXV is amend-
ed by—

(a) redesignating subparagraph (o) as
subparagraph (p); and

(b) inserting after subparagnph (n) the
following new subparagraph:

“{0) (1) Committee on Small Buslness, to
which committee shall be referred all pro-
posed leglslation, messages, petitions, me-
morials, and other matters relating to the
Small Business Administration.

“(2) Any proposed legislation reported by
such committee which relates to matters
other than the functions of the Small Busi-
ness Administration shall, at the request of
the chairman of any standing committee
having jurisdiction over the subject matter
extraneous to the functions of the Small
Business Administration, be considered and
reported by such standing committee prior
to its consideration by the Senate; and like-
wise measures reported by other committees
directly relating to the Small Business Ad-
ministration shall, at the request of the
chairman of the committee on Small Busi-
ness, be referred to the Committee on Small
Business for its consideration of any por-
tions of the measure dealing with the Small
Business Administration, and be reported by
this committee prior to its consideration by
the Senate.”

*“{3) Such committee shall also study and
survey by means of research and investiga-
tion all problems of American small business
enterprises, and report thereon from time
to time."

SEc. 4. Senate Resolution 58, agreed to Feb-
ruary 20, 1950 is repealed.

Sec. 5. Senate Resolution 272, agreed to
May 26, 1950 is repealed.

Sec. 6. Senate Resolution 104, agreed to
April 29, 1976 1s repealed.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the reso-
lution was agreed to.

Mr. WEICKER. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BAKER. Mr, President, I have no
further need for my time under the
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standing order, and I am prepared to
yield it to the distinguished minority
leader or any other Senator.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
distinguished majority leader. I will ac-
cept the time.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield to Mr, Proxmire such time as he
may desire.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the minority
leader.

UNITED NATIONS REPORT ON
GENOCIDE IN CAMBODIA

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, many
people feel that a genocide treaty is no
longer necessary because the horror that
occurred in Hitler’s Europe in World
War II will never recur. The fact is that
genocide is something that has happened
over and over again and is happening
right now.

No lesser an authority than the United
Nations has asserted just recently that
genocide committed by the Pol Pot re-
gime lies at the root of Cambodia’s cur-
rent, serious problems.

The study, sponsored by the U.N.
Human Right's Commission, desecribes
events in Cambodia as “without prece-
dent in our century, except for the hor-
ror of Nazism.”

The barbaric genocide of the Ehmer
Rouge left millions dead and maimed.
Conservative estimates put the percent-
age of Cambodians destroyed at over
one-seventh of the population. Those
who survived will bear deep psychologi-
cal scars for the rest of their lives. The
atrocities of the Pol Pot regime during
1958 were committed in the name of self
determination and Marxist rule. Yet the
price was a calculated, systematic elimi-
nation of entire segments of the nation-
al population. The study emphasizes that
the memory of this genocide must never
be forgotten.

This report, issued on January 19 of
this year, led to the recent UN. Human
Rights Resolution 29, which cites the
extreme violations of human rights in
Cambodia in recent times, and calls for
the parties of the present conflict to ne-
gotiate a settlement, and begin to im-
prove the terrible conditions the popu-
lation now faces.

Mr. President, that the Cambodian
people have suffered famine, torture, and
persecution in the past decade is not
news. Reports of this sort serve to con-
firm our worst fears, by revising our esti-
mates of Kkilling and destruction con-
stantly upward. But to a generation that
has seen death camps, political torture,
and widespread repression, additional
horrors seem almost commonplace—in-
evitable products of the dark side of hu-
man nature. This acceptance is both
frightening and intolerable.

Somewhere the terror must stop; some-
time a declaration must be made against
the madness we almost helplessly accept.
There now exists a declaration that con-
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demns the insanity of mass murder, and
makes this most grotesque violation of
human rights and international crime.
The United States has not joined in this
declaration.

We, the United States, submitted the
Genocide Convention. President Truman
submitted the Genocide Convention for
Senate ratification in 1949. We were suc-
cessful in gaining its adoption by the
United Nations first. We led the way.
Thirty-two years later, the Senate re-
mains uncommitted on this issue. We
have not voted on a treaty that asserts
the most basic right to live, that has been
supported by every President since Tru-
man, including the current incumbent
President, President Reagan, and the
Secretary of State, Alexander Haig. Of
course, this would greatly strengthen our
credibility when speaking out against op-
pression and persecution throughout the
world.

Only the John Birch Society and a few
other far, far right groups oppose this.
The American Bar Association, every re-
ligious group has spoken out strongly in
favor of our ratifying the convention,
and yet this body somehow has not found
the will or the courage to act as we cer-
tainly should.

Few, if any of us would be unwilling
to express outrage over the crime of gen-
ocide. Now it is time to stand together
and be counted. There is no reasonable
defense against the treaty’s ratification,
and our inaction in these Chambers only
serve to embarrass us in the eyes of the
world.

3 We must ratify the Genocide Conven-
on.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I yield the remainder of my time to Mr.
EAcLETON if he needs it.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
EAGLETON

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair recognizes Mr. EAGLETON.

Mr. EAGLETON. I thank the Presi-
dent and I thank both the distinguished
majority leader and the distinguished
minority leader for their courtesy.

THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION AND
HUMAN RIGHTS: A DISTURBING
SHIFT

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, dur-
ing his Presidential campaign, Presi-
dent Reagan pledged to change the di-
rection of the countrv in both domestic
and foreign affairs and his impressive
electoral mandate obviously gives him
the right to enunciate and pursue new
policies.

Nevertheless, I express my concern
over one of those policy shifts, namely,
the decision to deemphasize, if not
abandon, the human rights element of
the Carter administration's foreign
policy.

While I applaud the administration’s
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resolve to mount a major effort to com-
bat international terrorism, I believe
that this new policy should be looked
on as an extension of, and not a sub-
stitute for, our commitment to hur:nan
rights. Fundamentally, there is little
difference between the violent tactics of
terrorist groups and the systematic
brutality of some governments. Both are
exercises in power from the barrel of a
gun. Both rely on the instruments of
fear and repression to achieve their
ends. Both are abhorrent to the values
of freedom and human dignity this Na-
tion always has represented.

I am a realist and recognize that we
live in an imperfect world. At times. our
national interest requires that we coop-
erate with and assist regimes whose do-
mestic policies we find repugnant. It
is the choice of the lesser evil.

However, such exigencies should not
be allowed to obscure our more lasting
purpose of premoting human rights
throughout the world. This involves a
delicate dirlomatic balance, which some-
times depends as much on how we un-
dertake an action as the action itself.

That brings me to the point of my re-
marks today, which is to register my dis-
may at the warmth with which this ad-
ministration has embraced a succession
of questionable regimes around the
world. I cite the following events which
have taken place since the November
election.

In the administration’s first public
statement of policy toward South Africa,
President Reagan stunned the frontline
South African nations by proclaiming
support for the government of Prime
Minister P. W. Botha, thus undermin-
ing the collective settlement project in
Namibia which the United States,
Britain, Germany, and Canada have
pressed since 1978. There are reports
that the administration is considering
inviting Mr. Botha to become the first
South African head of state ever to visit
the United States. In one of the most
shocking examples of official deceit I
have witnessed in many years, the State
Department has backtracked on earlier
denials and now confirms that the high-
est ranking South African military in-
telligence officer met secretly with U.N.
Ambassador Jeane Kirkoatrick last week.
Just a few days before, the Depart-
ment vigorously denied that the visit had
any official sanction. In fact, it was said
to have occurred without official knowl-
edge. Now the truth comes out, and we
find that not only did the visit have offi-
cial blessing, but this military represent-
ative of the most openly racist society
on Earth had a private meeting with a
member of the Reagan Cabinet.

Next point: As President-elect, Mr.
Reagan met with Imelda Marcos—wife
of Philippine President Ferdinand Mar-
cos. Reportedly, he gave assurances
that the new administration would be
less judgmental toward the Philippine
Government, which was characterized
as a major ally. Those assurances tended
to relieve President Marcos of the pres-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

sure on him to ease repressive condi-
tions in the island nation.

In February, President Reagan re-
ceived President Chun Doo Hwan of
South Korea at the White House. He was
the second head of state to be officially
welcomed since the inauguration. By em-
bracing President Chun, President Rea-
gan diluted the criticism this Govern-
ment has continued to express over
South EKorea’s violent takeover of the
government by the military.

Next item: Secretary of State Alex-
ander Haig received Argentine Presi-
dent-designate, Lt. Gen. Roberto Viola,
and signaled an apparent willingness to
lift the 3-year ban on arms sales to Ar-
gentina imposed by the Carter adminis-
tration for violations of human rights.
He also indicated a willingness to act
favorably on Argentina’s desire to pur-
chase about 100 million worth of arms.

Next: The new administration has in-
dicated a willingness to ask Congress to
repeal legislation that effectively pro-
hibits U.S. military intervention in An-
gola. Coming so quickly on the heels of
our escalating involvement in El Salva-
dor, this is particularly disturbing.

Next: Reports have circulated con-
cerning the prospect of renewed and ex-
tensive American arms sales to Paki-
stan—in particular, the sale of two
squadrons of F-15 fighters, a request the
Carter administration would not even
consider.

Next: The State Department an-
nounced resumption of Export-Import
Bank financing for American exports to
Chile and also invited Chile to partici-
pate in military exercises with the navies
of the United States and Argentina.

Next: Members of the administration
have proposed selling C-130 Hercules
military transport planes to the revolu-
tionary government of Algeria, thus re-
versing a lcongstanding policy barring
military sales to that Soviet-supplied
militant government.

Adding to the burden of these develop-
ments, the administration has seen fit
to nominate a once outspoken opponent
of human rights statutes to head up the
State Department office responsible for
administering those very laws. Rightly
or wrongly, the nomination of Ermest
Lefever to that critical post will be taken
by a watching world as an abandonment
of our past commitment.

The unfortunate message these events
convey to the world, I am afraid, is that
we no longer care what outrages a gov-
ernment commits against its own people
so long as it can be useful to us in con-
taining the spread of guerrilla terrorism.
I hope that this is not the administra-
tion’s intent, for it would have serious
practical as well as moral implications
for U.S. foreign policy.

Our identification with the aspirations
of oppressed people throughout the
world has given our country a real edge
in competing for influence in the Third
World. Nothing has so confounded the
Soviets in recent years as the funda-
mental contrast between governments
founded on the basis of respect for hu-
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man rights, and the Communist system.
Even the nonalined movement has be-
come a source of consternation for the
Soviets.

A rational case can be made that the
Carter administration went a bit over-
board in its human rights policy. Cer-
tainiy, it can be argued that the policy
was applied in an inconsistent way. I
can weu understand an etiort to correct
those admitted problems. What concerns
mu is that this administration appears
to be going too far in the opposite direc-
tion, publicly courting governments with
human rights records almost as deplor-
able as that of the Soviet Union itself.
In many cases, these countries are either
not vital to our interests or have their
own motives for staying distant from the
Soviet Union.

This cannot be an encouraging de-
velopment to those countries which have
responded to our leadership in the hu-
man rights area, and which have in-
fluenced organizations such as the OAS
and the OAU to incorporate the basic
tenets of freedom in their respective
charters. Do we throw away these ad-
vantages simply because we did not like
the inconsistencies of the last admin-
istration? Does it not make better sense
to correct the inconsistencies, but main-
tain the policy which has served us so
well in the world?

Mr. President, it is not the admin-
istration’s new foreign policy initiatives
that so much concern me. It is the seem-
ing abandonment of the old and endur-
ing values of our past approach to the
world. I question whether it is necessary,
even in the pursuit of a united effort
against terrorism, to display such
warmth and respect to regimes whose
values are so repugnant to our own.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

Ehe bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
D’Amarto) . The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GOLDWATER addressed the
Chair.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
GOLDWATER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

PRESIDENT REAGAN'S ECONOMIC
RECOVERY PLAN

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
rise this morning to support President
Reagan’s economic recovery plan, and I
would like to start off by observing that
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it contains basically six elemental and
essential ingredients.

First, this will make major reductions
in the growth of Federal spending.

Second, there will be sizable tax cuts to
reward work and encourage savings.

Third, there will be a reversal of over-
all regulation.

Fourth, we will weed out waste and
fraud.

PFifth, we will cut the Federal bureauc-
racy as much as it can be cut and still
allow services to be given to the Ameri-
can people.

Sixth, we will work to control the
money supply.

Now, Mr. President, I would like to dis-
cuss these various ingredients one by
one.

First, President Reagan has identified
ways the Federal budget can be reduced
by $56 billion in fiscal year 1982. This
includes $49 billion of on-budget savings
and an additional $5 billion of off-budget
outlay savings, and changes in user fees
that will eliminate $2 billion of subsi-
dies.

Mr. President, during the 1981-84 fis-
cal years the President’s budget plan will
bring down the rate of growth of Federal
spending to 5.5 percent annually com-
pared to the 16-percent trend of the last
3 years. Thus the growth of Federal
spending will be held below the increase
in the gross national product.

I do not think the President went as
far as he could have in all areas of
budget savings. For example, the pro-
posed reduction of unemployment pay-
ments could have been beefed up. The
administration properly calls for new
legislation stopping unemployment in-
surance payments to people who will not
take other jobs at the minimum wage
after drawing benefits for 3 months. But
the administration has not recom-
mended a change that would result in
even greater savings, and that is impos-
ing a Federal restriction on payments to
strikers and, Mr. President, I do not
think there is an American who believes
that we should make Federal payments
to people who voluntarily leave their
jobs to go on strike.

In fact, I ask the question why should
the taxpayers have to bear the costs of
subsidizing people who voluntarily stay
off the job while they are on strike?
There is no Federal requirement, Mr.
President, in this area at the present
time, and there should be.

On the other hand, there are places
in the budget where the administration’s
zeal for immediate savings might be ex-
cessive. I am very skeptical, for example,
of the wisdom in reducing the long-term
lending authority of the Export-Import
Bank. Unfortunately, our major trade
competitors are engaged in serious credit
warfare primarily directed against our
growth industries, and I do not see how
we can negotiate an elimination of Gov-
ernment export credits by making uni-
lateral concessions.

But, even so, I am prepared to support
the President’s overall program and to
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applaud his efforts to finally get control
over the budget and restore the value of
the dollar.

On the second point, Mr. President, tax
reductions, the administration has pro-
posed personal tax rate reductions of 10
percent each year for 3 years beginning
in July. Now, these cuts will barely com-~
pensate taxpayers for the price of rising
into higher tax brackets as their salaries
keep even with inflation, and they are the
minimum reductions individuals are en-
titled to.

Also the President has recommended
accelerated capital costs recovery depre-
ciation so that business firms will be en-
couraged to make the investments in the
new plant and equipment that are need-
ed to modernize our industries and re-
store competitiveness and increased pro-
ductivity.

Mr. President, I cannot emphasize this
particular point too much because I
think it is the whole meat and substance,
you might say the nut, of the Reagan
proposal to get this country back on its
fiscal feet.

I used to argue with President Eisen-
hower that we were not reinvesting
enough of our gross profits when we were
reaching a sum of over 3% percent and
approaching 4.

In my business, when I was in business,
I used to invest over 4 percent each year,
and I have always felt that if we could go
for a period and see a general investment
of around 5 percent we would see the
type of business growth that this coun-
try has enjoyed ever since the industrial
revolution of the late 1800's.

Mr. President, what we have been go-
ing through and what I think is a major
source of our industrial problem is har-
assment by the Government and by the
Internal Revenue Service, caused by ex-
cessive Federal tax rates and rulings, on
the American business structure,
whether that structure is corporate, pri-
vate business, or professional business.

Businesses have to grow if people are
going to have jobs and if the oncoming
generations of young people are going to
find jobs. Even though we now have over
90 million people employed in this coun-
try, I think within the next 5 years we
could easily increase that by 14 million if
we gave the corporations and businesses
of this country real incentives to invest
more of their gross profit in new equip-
ment, new buildings, and new ideas so
that we can continue to grow economi-
cally as we have always grown up until
recent years.

If I may point out, Mr. President, how
important I feel this is, I happen to serve
on the Armed Services Committee and I
am chairman of the Tactical Warfare
subcommittee. In that position I have to
listen to the needs of the military, and I
sit there day after day after day asking
myself a rather unusual question but,
nevertheless, it has to be asked: Do we
have the industrial capacity in the
United States to build up our defense
potential or build up our military?

I have grave doubts, Mr. President,
that we do have this. I hope I am wrong,
but we are going to see the industry of
this country challenged, and challenged
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immediately, as we begin to authorize
new airplanes, new ships, new tanks and
so forth, for the military.

Then, you add to that problem the
problem that we import into this country
every metal we have to have to build
equipment, like bauxite, cobalt, and so
forth. We have not been bringing these in
because our industry has not been able to
afford to stockpile it. We now find our-
selves looking at lead times of up to 3
years to replace a little thing like the
landing strut on a fighter plane because
it is made of titanium, and we do not
have that much titanium in this country.

I mention those two things because
they are directly connected with the
problem of getting American industry
back on its feet, working as it should,
and producing the things that we need,
not just to build aircraft and tanks and
so forth, but to provide the butter end,
as we call it, for the American people.

I happen to be cosponsoring each of
these needed tax changes, but I would
personally like to see even greater incen-
tives added for savings, such as a total
exemption of a thousand dollars or more
for interest earned and dividends.

Also, our Nation’s manufacturers, as I
have discussed, who are being crushed
under the burden of compliance with
Government mandated environmental
and safety rules, need some form of tax
relief from these capital investment
costs that make absolutely no contribu-
tion to productivity.

I would just cite one example. My
State of Arizona produces 65 percent of
all the copper produced in the United
States and yet the environmentalists are
demanding that the smelters in the cop-
per industry relieve their smoke-produc-
ing smelters 100 percent.

Well, it is scientifically and techni-
cally impossible to do that. Nevertheless,
these well-intentioned people are trying
to do it. And they are causing many of
our copper people to feel: Why stay in
this business that is not too profitable to
begin with? Why not depend on foreign
countries for our copper like we depend
on foreign countries for every other
metal that we have to have?

So I am hopeful that we can let off a
bit in this desire that all of us have to
see cleaner air and cleaner water in the
interest of production for our country.

Then, Mr. President, we get fto the
subject of deregulation.

President Reagan has seized control
of the regulatory process. Only 9 days
after his inauguration, the President
froze all “midnight” regulations of the
Carter administration that had been is-
sued, but were not yet effective. Then
on February 17, the President issued an
Executive order giving the Office of
Management and Budget a review and
rewrite power over new executive branch
regulations. The rules subject to OMB's
veto have in the past accounted for up
to 70 percent of the costs imposed on the
private sector by regulation. I applaud
the President for taking these initiatives
and hope, in turn, we can have his sup-
port for the legislative veto, which would
allow either House of Congress to over-
turn, or at least delay, major proposed
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rules without Presidential signature. In
this way, both the White House and Con-
gress would have an immediate veto
power over excessive regulation.

And let me remind you, Mr. President,
and remind my colleagues that we create
these agencies in the Congress. But we
do not tell those agencies how far they
can go. We do not build a fence around
what their responsibilities are.

Consequently, somebody is hired, usu-
ally somebody who does not know one
end from the other about what he is
going to undertake, then he and the
people he hires write the regulations.
And, frankly, in case after case after
case, they are regulations written by
people who have never been near the
problem.

Now, because the Congress has been
derelict in doing this, I think the Con-
gress should have given to them the
right to veto any regulation that is writ-
ten by any agency to govern the lives
of the American people.

The reduction in regulations under the
administration’s present plan will result
in savings of $500 million in Govern-
ment administrative expenses in 1981
and reduce the compliance costs of regu-
lations, which add up to $100 billion
per year to the price of goods and serv-
ices.

Also, it is my understanding the ad-
ministration will change the criteria for
issuing regulations—from the old policy
of imposing rules unless a firm can prove
the cost is so great it will go out of busi-
ness, to a new standard under which
Government intrusion is permitted only
if it produces benefits that outweigh the
costs and if the regulation allows com-
pliance by the least expensive method.

And then there is waste and fraud.
The administration will announce to-
morrow, Thursday, details of a major
effort to control program waste and
fraud. And I do not think we can just
laugh this off and say it cannot happen
in the Federal Government. I remember
one director of, I believe it was, Health,
Education, and Welfare, who admitted
that $7 billion had been stolen the year
before. I would not want to guess as to
how much of the taxpayers’ money has
been stolen by people who work or have
worked for the Government or have re-
ceived Government payments.

Now even the Defense Department is
not exempt from charges to eliminate
wasteful practices. I have personally
suggested specific contract procurement
changes, such as multiyear contract and
increased competitive bidding, that will
save $3 to $4 billion annually. I am con-
fident many of these measures will be
adopted by Secretary Weinberger.

I might point out, Mr. President, just
one incident. We have been buying one
airplane for three services in this coun-
try for the last 5 or 6 years without any
bidding at all. You and I can walk into
any salesroom that sells that aircraft
and buy it for the same price the Fed-
eral Government pays for it, when, if we
had bidding, we could have saved some
money on it.

In fact, they do not even tell us in the
Armed Services Committee of the Sen-
ate that they are going to buy more.
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They only tell the House because they
know I am going to raise all kinds of
cain about it and they do not want to
have that kind of trouble until we get
into conference.

The next point is reducing the Federal
bureaucracy. One of the first actions by
President Reagan was to place a com-
plete freeze on Federal hiring. As a suc-
cessor to this policy, the President is
proposing steep, annual reductions in
Government employment that will bring
Federal payrolls down by at least 7 per-
cent in 1986.

For nondefense agencies, civilian em-
ployment will be reduced to a level that
would have been achieved if the total
freeze on hiring remained in effect
through 1981. Even allowing for planned
increases at the Department of Defense,
civilian employment will fall by 43,000
positions in 1982.

I might point out that this is serious,
because we are now being required to
take men and women in uniform and
place them into jobs that normally are
done by civilians under contract.

The last point I will discuss is money
supply. Although monetary policy is by
law the responsibility of the Federal Re-
serve System, the administration antici-
pates that the rate of money and credit
growth will be reduced gradually, but
steadily. Easy money, high interest rate
policies must become a thing of the past.
The administration’s 4-year plan to
eliminate deficit spending should cut in-
flation in half by the 1986 fiscal year and
enable the Federal Reserve System to
dramatically reduce the growth in the
money supply.

Mr. President, to sum up, I would like
to express my feelings about this. I did so
yesterday in a letter to my Republican
colleagues, which I offered to them from
an older man who has been around here
a while, who has no great ambitions in
the political field. I have had about all I
can. We are going to have to forget the
demands of our constituents in many
cases. I think we are going to have to ask
ourselves an important question: What
is the most important—my being re-
elected or saving this country?

Mr. President, I do not like to sound
like an alarmist, but I have been con-
cerned on this ever since I went into
national politics over 30 years ago. Our
country is not going to exist long if we
continue the policies that we have been
following for nearly 40 years: fiscal irre-
sponsibility, over regulation of the peo-
ple, a disregard for the Constitution’s
call for freedom, and a disregard for our
regulations with other countries.

So I have pleaded with my Republican
colleagues, and I merely offer this as a
suggestion to all Members of the Senate,
that when it comes time to vote for a de-
crease in spending that might affect a
certain group of our constituents, I think
we have to weigh that by saying, Will it
hurt the constituents more than it will
hurt the country? If it will do the coun-
try more good, I think the time has come
when we have to tell our constituents,
“No, I am going to vote the way the
President has suggested because in the
long run it will be better for you and it
will be better for your children, your
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grandchildren, and I honestly believe it
can do more to insure the continued
existence of America than any one
thing.”

I am very, very fearful about the dollar,
which is now worth only about 10 cents
of the dollar that we looked at years ago,
a dollar continuing to decrease in value,
which will continue to decrease in value.
This country cannot go bankrupt as long
as we can print money, but as somebody
once told me, we would not be bankrupt
but we would be mightly unstable. Hav-
ing been in business, that means the
same thing to me as bankruptey.

I send that out as a thought for all of
my colleagues to consider—what is best
for the United States, not what is best to
get reelected.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, on
behalf of the majority leader, I ask
unanimous consent that the special or-
ders for today occur not necessarily in
the sequence given.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Thank you, Mr.
President. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GoLpwATER) . Without objection, it is
50 ordered.

PRESIDENT REAGAN'S ECONOMIC
PACKAGE

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of President Reagan’s
economic package. In the days ahead we
will hear from many well intentioned
people who will want to insure that their
special program remains intact. How=-
ever, as I have pointed out in a series of
articles that were recently published “it
will take courage for Congress to resist
the importunings of so many special in-
terest groups.”

President Reagan has sent us a sweep-
ing fiscal package that is deserving of the
support of both sides of the aisle. The
President deserves the help of Democrats
in both Houses in a manner similar to
the bipartisan support that was given
Presidents Franklin Roosevelt and John
Kennedy during previous times of eco-
nomic peril. I certainly hope that col-
leagues in the Senate will put aside par-
tisan politics and support President Rea-
gan’s economic initiative.

When Franklin Roosevelt, in the first
100 days of his administration, proposed
an emergency banking bill, House mi-
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nority leader Bertrand H. Snell told his
colleagues:

The house is burning down, and the Presi-
dent of the United States says this is the way
to put out the fire.

He asked his fellow Republicans to
support that unprecedented bill, and
they did.

\E};hen John Kennedy in 1963 proposed
the Nation’s first massive tax cut not
preceded by a recession, a budget sur-
plus or an equal reduction in expendi-
tures, my party called it “the biggest
gamble in history.” But most Republi-
cans supported that unprecedented bill,
and the gamble paid off.

Now in 1981 Ronald Reagan has pro-
posed a sweeping fiscal package that is
also unprecedented in its approach. He,
too, is accused of gambling with our
economy and breaking with the past. He,
too, seeks the support of both parties
and the backing of all citizens. He de-

it.
sercvmes , to be sure, must examine
the Reagan package with care, making
certain that its burdens and benefits are
equally shared. No group, region, or eco-
nomic interest should be exempt from
the pain of its budget reductions, and no
group, region, or economic interest
should be excluded from the boon of its
tax reductions. Responsible objections
should be heard. Hardship cases should
be studied. Constructive amendments
should be offered.

But let us not pick the Reagan pack-
age to pieces or delay its passage unto
death. Let us not fiddle while the fires of
inflation burn and the clouds of yet an-
other recession darken the horizon. Let

us not place our regional requirements
or our partisan prejudices ahead of the
national interest. Let us give Ronald
Reagan a chance.

His economic program will not pro-
duce miracles in the battle against infla-

tion. After all, it cannot dismantle
OPEC, improve the weather, or curb the
demands of those seeking ever-higher
payments for their products or services.
But his program will introduce disci-
pline in a Federal budget now running
amok. It will substitute sacrifice for a
pattern of barely concealed fiscal self-
indulgence. It will lower the ordinary
citizen's expectations of what his gov-
ernment will do for him and increase his
expectations of what his savings will buy
for him.

It took courage for Reagan to call for
the pruning of so many sacred groves.
It will take equal courage for Congress
to resist the importunings of so many
special interest groups, at least one of
which stands behind every item in the
budget. And it will take still greater
courage for the American voter to rec-
ognize that the greater good of the Na-
tion, possibly the fate of the next gen-
eration, requires from him today a
willingness to accept the paring of some
cherished Federal program on which he
had come to rely.

I believe that courage is there. I be-
Heve that my Democratic friends will
heed the same call to fight the Nation’s
inflation as the Republicans did in 1933.
I believe they will give the Reagan tax-
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cut gamble the same opportunity to
prove itself that the Republicans gave
to the Kennedy taxcut gamble in 1963.
And I believe that Americans every-
where, regardless of party, will respond
to our President’s call for sacrifice and
bold action.

President Reagan has prescribed some
strong medicine for an ailing nation.
But no other equally far-reaching remedy
is on the shelf. We have tried Keynes,
controls, committees, and guidelines ga-
lore. None of them has worked. Let us
give our President a chance to do what
must be done for our Nation.

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC RE-
COVERY PROGRAM

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of Senate Concurrent
Resolution 9. No Member should un-
derestimate the importance of the
process of reconciliation that we are now
undertaking. This resolution will be the
first clear signal to the American people
that Congress intends to impose the same
budgetary discipline on itself that our in-
dividual constituents have found indis-
pensable in these challenging times. And
it will further signal that Congress rec-
ognizes that the time for such discipline
is now—not next summer, and certainly
not next year. Time is of the essence.
Every day we wait adds to the burden
to be borne by us, our children, and their
children. Every hour we delay threatens
to make a mockery of the will of the
American people so clearly expressed in
November, and reiterated in countless
ways since then. Americans are ready,
and they will not forget if we fail to heed
their call.

We must not allow ourselves to be
distracted by those who refuse to hear
that call. Over the past several days, I
have heard much about the need for
compassion in Government, from people
who seem to believe that with the change
in political control that occurred as a re-
sult of the November election, a change
has taken place in the traditional hu-
manitarian outlook of our Nation’s lead-
ers. Nothing could be further from the
truth. Those leaders were elected by the
American people—no one else—and the
American people remain a compassionate
people, as we have been throughout our
history.

But the American people have begun
to ask a question, and that question re-
sounds from one end of the land to the
other, and into the Halls of Congress:
What is true compassion? Is it compas-
sionate for the Government to turn its
citizens into unwilling and perpetual
creditors by running a massive tab called
the national debt to such an amount
that it now threatens to exceed our gross
national product for an entire year? Is it
compassionate to saddle Americans with
an ever-increasing tax burden, while at
the same time fueling the cruelest tax of
all—inflation—by the taxing authority’s
own spending policies? Is it compassion-
ate to harass our people’s employers with
unnecessary regulation to the point that
they cannot afford to provide jobs for
their own fellow citizens? Does true com-
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passion mean that we must become so
preoccupied with the distribution of
wealth that we ignore the creation of
wealth, and cover up the inevitable in-
fection in America’s economy with a
medicine show poultice of printing press
money?

The American people, I submit, have
given their answers to those questions in
unmistakable terms. Americans remain a
compassionate, and even a charitable
people, but it is an old saying that never
gets too old, that charity begins at home,
and Americans in homes across this land
are saying that they want their Govern-
ment to act compassionately to give them
a currency that will turn another old
saying—“sound as a dollar"—into more
than a sad joke. Americans across this
land are saying that they want to act
compassionately in helping to regain
America's role as a world trade and pro-
duction pacesetter, not through a make
work job, but in the honest employment
in their own Nation’s industry. And what
Americans across this land, and, as I
learned dramatically this week, what
Americans across Florida are saying is
not vague or unfocused. It is specific and
pointed: Support President Reagan in
his program for economic recovery.

Two weeks ago, I placed a question-
naire in several Florida newspapers so-
liciting my constituents’ opinions about
the President’s program. I was vVery
curious as to what the response would
be, since scientific studies have shown
that persons opposed to a given proposi-
tion are most likely to respond to these
types of inquiries, being more emotionally
involved in the subject. But the people
fooled the pundits again. In 5 days, I
received over 15,000 answers, and over
95 percent of them support the President.
And the people have not been content
to just check “yes.” They have some ex-
cellent ideas of their own on how to make
even more cuts in the Federal budget.
Most of the respondents attached a letter
of their own to the questionnaire, re-
emphasizing their sentiments.

None of us in Congress should make
the mistake of misreading the American
people on this subject. They are smarter
than some politicians would like to be-
lieve. They know that the President has
proposed an evenhanded, four-part pro-
gram, which calls not only for budget
reductions, but for tax relief for all Amer-
icans, a sound monetary policy, and get-
ting the Government off the backs of the
people by abolishing unnecessary regu-
lations. President Reagan’s program is
a comprehensive program, and if the
weight of my mailbags is any measure,
the American people are supporting it
comprehensively.

The reason for this astounding positive
response rests on a basic realization by
our people—that only when our overall
economy is strong can we feel secure in
our personal financial affairs. The conse-
quences of an unhealthy economy are
obvious—unemployment, inflation, and
social unrest. As surely as an unhealthy
economy breeds disease, in the broadest
sense of that word, among our people, the
salutary effects of a healthy economy
penetrate to every strata of our society.
Some of the medicine to cure the body
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olitic of what some have termed a ma-
faise is strong and, for a time, distasteful.
But better a temporarily unpleasant but
long-lasting cure than a false and ulti-
mately self-destructive panacea.

So the American people, I believe, have
called upon us to redefine compassion.
Compassion shall no longer mean throw-
ing devalued dollars from the not-so-
beneficent hand of big brother at prob-
lems which big brother himself helped to
create. Compassion shall instead mean
restoring our people’s prosperity—and
their destiny—to their own hands,
through their own initiative and self-
reliance—qualities that Americans have
always displayed in abundance in times
of crisis, and in which they will not be
found lacking in our own time.

To bring it down to my own level, as a
servant of the people, compassion for
America requires my support of the
President in his crusade to conserve our
national promise, and that is why I shall
do so, even if it means making decisions
that are, for me and for the time, per-
sonally painful.

But at this time, it is not a pain, but
a privilege to voice my support for this
crucial resolution. When we meet and
overcome the historic challenge of one
time, the American people will truly be
able to say, “thanks fifty billion.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized.

THE GREAT DEBATE—ARE WE ASK-
ING THE RIGHT QUESTIONS?

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, as Con-

gress debates the President's economic -

recovery plan and the American people
watch and listen, I fear that the focus
of that debate is taking the wrong
direction.

First, let me point out that I am »
very strong supporter of the President's
economic package. It is the first compre-
hensive program that I have witnessed
in my 14 years in Congress, and I con-
gratulate Mr. Reagan for having the
courage of proposing a long-term pro-
gram that will build some home and
growth into the economy.

Perhaps, rather than asking so bla-
tantly what will happen to Government
and specific programs under the Presi-
dent's economic plan, we should be ask-
ing what will happen to our economy,
the American family and the American
taxpayer if we do not pass the program
Even more specifically, what will hap-
pen if the full 10 percent, 3-year tax cut
as proposed in the measure I sponsored
with Congressman Jack Kemp is not
passed.

Unless tax rates are reduced and the
growth of Federal spending is restrained,
the economy faces continued inflation
and recession. The high rates of taxa-
tion now imposed on the American peo-
ple are strangling economic growth,
choking off private initiative, pushing
up prices, and retarding the savings and
investments needed to increase produc-
tivity and create new jobs.

Tax rate reductions will reduce the tax
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drag on the economy and increase the
incentives to work, save, invest, and
produce.

Roth-EKemp is an across-the-board in-
come tax cut which reduces tax rates for
all taxpayers, with the benefits based on
the amount of taxes a taxpayer pays.
The bulk of the tax cut benefits will go
to the middle-income working people
who are bearing the greatest percentage
of the tax burden. According to the Joint
Committee on Taxation, taxpayers earn-
ing between $10,000 and $60,000 pay 72
percent of the total income taxes and
would receive 73 percent of the Roth-
Kemp tax cut.

It is one thing to cut Federal spending,
which is sorely needed. But that action,
in itself, will not provide relief to the
massively tax-burdened middle Amer-
ican family.

Indeed, without a tax cut as suggested
in Roth-Kemp and by the President, the
average American faces a massive in-
crease in his tax burden in the first half
of the eighties.

Let us look at what will happen to the
average family if we do not enact mas-
sive tax cuts—a family of four with earn-
ings of $25,000 in 1981.

Last year, the Nation’s inflation rate
was 13.5 percent. Let us assume that the
budget cuts are passed and that inflation
will average 10 percent per year through
1985—a figure not unrealistic even with
the spending cuts, but without tax cuts.

First, that family of four earning
$25,000 in 1981 will be earning approxi-
mately $36,602 by 1985, considering a
cost-of-living pay raise of 10 percent a
yvear in order to keep pace with the 10-
percent inflation rate. And certainly, all
American workers believe their earnings
will increase. Such an increase obviously
would put that family in a higher tax
bracket, therefore, its tax burden would
be even greater.

Second, in 1985, that same family will
face a social security contribution rate
of 7.05 percent with the wage base in-
creasing to roughly $42,300.

Today, at the current infiation rate,
at the current social security contribu-
tion rate and at the current rate of taxa-
tion on $25,000 of earnings, that family
of four's tax obligation is $4,563.

However, in 1985, in just 4 years, with-
out a tax cut, that same family will face
a social security and income tax lia-
bility of some $8,040.

In real terms, that average American
family will face a whopping 76-percent
increase in its tax liability in a scant
4 vears.

Mr. President, I call to your atten-
tion the charts in the back of the
Chamber. The diagram on the left shows
what is happening to the typical Amer-
ican family and the taxes they will be
paying to the Federal Government.

It shows how without a tax cut that
increase will be 76 percent, whereas with
the President’s cut it will be reduced to
44 percent, which is still a very signifi-
cant tax increase.

Let me point out that the same fam-
ily's spending power would have re-
mained the same with these increases
except for the increase in its tax liabil-
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ity which, in effect, reduces its spend-
ing power by $3,477.

So what I am saying is that the bot-
tom line is this: That despite cost-of-
living pay increases, the average family
of four is realistically $3,477 poorer
simply because of Uncle Sam and the
infamous bracket creep which has
pushed that family from the 24-percent
tax bracket into the 32-percent tax
bracket.

Mr. President, I point out in the
other chart what is going to happen
to the taxes of the working families of
America. The incline is most substan-
tial if we do not do something about
it now. The American people will be
facing the highest tax increase in the
history of the country if this Congress
does not have the courage to follow the
recommendations of the President.

It would be a crime against the work-
ing people of this Nation if we do not
pass a massive long-term tax cut. What
faces the American family, those
making between $10,000 and $60,000 in
the next 4 years cannot be allowed to
happen. With the increases in social se-
curity taxes already on the books, with
continued inflation, and, even with cuts
in the Federal budget, the average
family in America faces a tax night-
mare, one that will continue to eat
away at their freedom of choice for
themselves, eat away at the prospect of
more jobs, eat away at the prospect of
a better tomorrow because simple arith-
metic answers the question. American
families will be much worse off 4 years
from now if tax cuts are not passed.

Moreover, I am very concerned that
the individual income tax rate reduc-
tions the President proposed are becom-
ing overlooked in favor of the tax reduc-
tions benefiting business and industry.
I support such tax changes, including
accelerated depreciation, as a means of
increasing productivity and providing
new jobs for the young and unemployed.
But I do not support business-side tax
cuts either in isolation from or in-
stead of individual cuts.

It is the middle-income individual and
family that have been forgotten by Gov-
ernment. It has been left to the middle
class to carry almost all of the tax bur-
den in this country. It is past time that
we give them some help.

Therefore, in order to emphasize the
urgency of providing real help to mid-
dle-income taxpayers, I plan to advise
the President that I will not support busi-
ness tax cuts unless they are coupled
with additional provisions identical or
very similar to his proposals providing
for a 3-year 30-percent reduction in tax
rates.

I might point out, Mr. President, that
this letter, which has already been sent
to the President, has been signed by 19
of my colleagues. We say that,

Furthermore, we will not support a reduc-
tion In the 70-percent maximum tax rate on
unearned income, which would benefit the
few, unless these individual reductions for
the working people are also included in any
tax cut bill.

Further, I will not support reduction
in the 70-percent maximum tax rate on




5138

unearned income, which would benefit,
the few, without these individual reduc-
tions for middle-income taxpayers also
being included in any bill.

At this time of economic emergency
for many millions of Americans, it would
be the height of irresponsibility for us
to help business and the wealthy with-
out at the same time giving real and
substantial help to the American middle
class.

The time has come to change the argu-
ments from financing Government to
easing the tax burden from the shoulders
of the American family. And, I must
point out, even with a tax cut in the first
year, the American family will not be
able to break even with its increasing tax
burden for 1981.

We can no longer afford to argue the
value of Government revenues versus the
American family. The burden has be-
come too great, and it holds promise of
becoming even more debilitating without
the tax cuts proposed by President
Reagan.

If we look clearly at the picture down
the road, there can be no question that
the American working people must have
relief from taxation by their Govern-
ment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SeecTEr) . The Senator from Wisconsin.

THE REAGAN PROGRAM FOR
ECONOMIC RECOVERY

Mr. KEASTEN. Mr. President, we have
before us a rare opportunity—a chance
to redirect the economic future of our

Nation. Seldom are the issues as clear-
cut, and the American people as united,
as they are today. It is time for a fresh
start, a new beginning. That is what the
people were trying to tell us last Novem-
ber, and that is the mandate we will have
to live up to in 1982.

The American economy is still the
strongest in the world, but it has been
abused for too long by too many admin-
istrations. Toco many economic game
plans—no matter how well intentioned—
have gone astray. We have attempted to
spend our way to prosperity, to stop in-
flation with wage and price controls, to
balance the budget by raising taxes, and
even to blame our economic problems on
a “malaise” among the people.

Now we have a President who believes
that the American peovle are not the
cause of our problems—they are the solu-
tion. Ronald Reagan wants to unleash
the creative and innovative forces of the
American people, who have been held
down too long by excessive taxation, in-
flation, and Government regulations.
Once we remove the burdens of a bloated
Federal Government, we can have full
employment without inflation, a rising
standard of living, and a strong defense.
The American people know we can, be-
cause we have done it before.

But in 1981, our economic problems
are complex and entrenched. Unless we
act—and act boldlv—we have to expect
continued double-digit inflation, contin-
ued high interest rates, continued
unemployment, continued stagnation,
and little or no real growth.
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The best strategy for solving these
problems is a broad and comprehensive
economic package that takes advantage
of all the economic tools we have at
hand. It includes a monetary policy
geared toward restoring the value of the
U.S. dollar; spending cuts to reduce both
the Federal deficit and high interest
rates; regulatory reform to cut the
cost of Government regulations (now
approaching $100 billion a year); and
tax-rate reductions to increase the
incentives for real economic growth.
Together these policies can restore the
kind of noninflationary, fully employed
and highly productive economy that
used to be commonplace.

That is why the Republican program
for economic recovery consists of not one
but four major policy changes. We have
heard a lot about budget cuts this past
week, but that is only one-fourth of our
economic package. The other sections are
just as important: We must institute a
far-reaching program of regulatory
relief, a monetary policy that will restore
a stable currency, and a tax reform bill
that will dramatically reduce the high
tax rates on individuals and businesses
across the board.

It is ironic that one of the most
important parts of our recovery pro-
gram, tax reform, may be the most diffi-
cult to accomplish. Critics call the
Reagan tax plan jellybean economics,
and say it will only succeed in making
inflation worse. And yet, despite all their
protests, they have yet to explain why
it is inflationary when people spend
their own money, but not inflationary
when the Government spends it for them.

Everyone knows that when you tax
something, you get less of it. When you
subsidize something, you get more of it.
The Reagan administration is simply
saying that in America today, we are
taxing work, saving, investment, enter-
prise, and excellence, as never before.
And we are subsidizing nonwork, con-
sumption, debt, leisure, and mediocrity.
Is it any surprise that we are getting less
of one and more of the other?

We will never see the end of stag-
flation until we restore the incentives
for saving, entrepreneurship, and pro-
duectivity in this country. Dramatic tax
rate reductions, then, are an essential
part of any overall economic recovery
plan.

Equally important are the budget cuts
the President has recommended, ap-
proved by the Senate Budget Committee
last week. Personally, I would have pre-
ferred that we made deeper cuts 1n an
effort to balance the budget by 1983 at
the latest, instead of 1984. The Fecieral
budget has been out of control for
yvears—we ran a deficit every year of the
past decade, and overall Federal spend-
ing increased by an incredible 200 per-
cent. And as one who faced the voters
last November, I am convinced that the
vast majority of Americans are solidly
in favor of our strategy to cut the growth
of Federal spending and balance the
Federal budget as soon as possible.

That message seems to be reaching
Washington at last.

There probably is not a single Senator
on the Budget Committee who would not
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change the administration’s budget
package a bit if he were designing it
alone. But on March 19, that bipartisan
and philosophically diverse group voted
20 to 0 in favor of the administration’s
budget cut package. As a member of the
Senate Budget Committee, I strongly be-
lieve this is a budget we all can, and
must, support.

President Reagan made the best argu-
ment for his program 1 month ago when
he stated that—*“If we as a Nation do
not take the bold new policy initiatives
proposed in this program, we will face
a continuation and a worsening of the
trends that have developed in the last
two decades. We have a rare opportunity
to reverse these trends: To stimulate
growth, productivity, and employment
at the same time that we move toward
the elimination of inflation.” I urge my
colleagues to join me in supporting the
entire economic recovery package and
in pushing for its speedy enactment.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a.quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HAYARKAWA. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from California is recog-
nized.

RECONCILIATION

Mr. HAYAEAWA. Mr. President,
reconciliation is a process which enables,
which indeed forces Congress to bring
the programs of the Federal Govern-
ment, which it continually authorizes,
into accord with the budgetary expecta-
tions and limits which it establishes for
itself. This process is particularly
advantageous because changes in au-
thorizations can be achieved in a very
short time, without invading the juris-
dictional responsibility of the congres-
sional authorizing committees.

The reconciliation resolution which
this body will soon debate is essential
to the economic future of this country.
Presidenf Reagan has recommended an
ambitious 1list of program reductions,
totaling $82.3 billion through fiscal year
1983. The Budget Committee in its turn
has reviewed the recommendations and
has incorporated its own proposals to
achieve spending reductions of $87 bil-
lion over the next 3 years. If we are to
turn the corner in Federal spending and
begin to get control of the economy,
decisive action on this resolution is
mandatory.

Mr. President, there seems to be no
escaping this matter of the budget reso-
lution for this reason: The Budget Com-
mittee is charged with the resnonsibility
of establishing ageregate spending levels
for the Federal Government and relat-
ing those levels to anticipated revenues.
This responsibility requires, not an arbi-
trary determination, but a careful review
of the ongoing processes and programs
with an eye toward reducing expendi-
tures, on the one hand, in particular
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areas, and it is incumbent upon the com-
mittee, therefore, to advise the Senate
of its recommendations for changes in
specific programs, to achieve the goal of
aggregate reductions in outlays.

I feel that the committee has done
an admirable job in reviewing the Presi-
dent’s specific recommendations and of-
fering additional suggestions for spend-
ing reductions. The resolution’s totals
will provide sufficiently reduced Govern-
ment intervention to allow a reversal of
the downward economic trend. The re-
quests for legislative action on the part
of the authorizing committees will pro-
vide the impetus to make the chanyges
necessary to meet the budget goals. And
the committee recommendations for spe-
cific program reductions will provide a
valuable guideline for the authorizing
committees to follow on in responding to
the resolution.

Let me give an example. In the Agri-
culture Committee, we have been work-
ing for some time on proposals to elimi-
nate fraud, abuse, and waste in the food
stamp program.

I like to talk about my grocer friend
in Sebastopol, Calif., who is sick and
tired of selling Perrier water with food
stamps.

Both the President and the Budget
Committee have offered constructive
solutions to the dilemma of providing
benefits only to those who truly need
them.

And both the President and the Budget
Committee have the moral support of
the vast majority of the Nation in re-
stricting benefits only to those who truly
need them because those who do not
truly need them and nevertheless take
advantage of this program are essential-
ly acting as parasites toward the rest of
society.

As a member of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, I appreciate having the benefit
of the suggestions. I shall carefully con-
sider them, as we construct our legisla-
tive proposal in response to this resolu-
tion. While we may not exactly follow
the specific program reductions recom-
mended—I am looking into ways of
achieving greater savings in some
areas—the aggregate request contained
in the resolution will force us to take
action on this important matter.

Similarly, the Budget Committee’s rec-
ommendations for reductions in the area
of foreign aid have been carefully de-
vised. The Foreign Relations Committee
has begun extensive hearings on both
the foreign assistance authorization and
the State Department authorization. In
light of a reordering of national and
international priorities by the Reagan
administration, the opportunity for pro-
gram change is excellent.

But as we all realize, international
relations are frequently struck with
changes of the relations of one country
to another. Some regimes that are
friendly to us suddenly become hostile
and those that are hostile become
friendly. It is not possible from moment
to moment to predict who our friends
are going to be and who our opponents
are going to be.
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Therefore, I have learned, during my
service on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, the importance of facilitating a
prompt response from the United States
to a changing international environ-
ment. Often this requires appropriate
economic assistance especially to na-
tions struggling to become free to get
their house in order, after they have
established a peaceable and authorita-
tive government that knows how to han-
dle things. In many cases, the adminis-
tration is able to reprogram funds in
order to meet these good-faith commit-
ments. I feel the request for aggregate
authorization reductions from the Budg-
et Committee provides the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee with adequate flexibil-
ity in responding to both the economic
and international situations. The fluid-
ity of international situations requires
a kind of flexibility such as the Budget
Committee has provided for the Foreign
Relations Committee.

I will, therefore, support this resolu-
tion, because it demands action on the
part of the authorizing committees with-
out dictating particular program mod-
ifications which fall within their respec-
tive jurisdictions. Congress has received
a mandate for change from the elector-
ate. As Members of the Senate, we must
echo that mandate by resolving to ex-
peditiously legislate that change. This
resolution provides us with that oppor-
tunity; I urge my colleagues to join me
in supporting its passage.

I have just come from a meeting of
constituents from California, and the
question frequently asked by the people
who were there—it was a meeting of
about 20 or 25 Californians, who kept
asking—does the President really mean
it? Does the present budget, does the
present economic budget, really mean a
change in the direction of the economy?

I myself said it really does mean a
change. For 4 years, ever since I took
office here in 1977, I have been waiting
for that change. I have been voting in
favor of measures that go in the direc-
tion of this change, and the victory of
President Reagan in the November elec-
tion and the victory of so many Republi-
cans in the Senate races, and the general
tone of the enitre country since the elec-
tions of last November, indicate not only
that there is a change but that the vast
majority of people are welcoming that
change.

Therefore, if we back this reconcilia-
tion resolution, if we live up to its terms,
if we keep within the limits it establishes
in the direction of savings, budget cuts,
prudence in our international commit-
ments, improvements in the food stamp
program and other agricultural pro-
grams, if all these begin to happen then
within a year or so we shall really realize
in our practical daily economic lives the
fact that the Nation has made a turn-
around.

Mr. President, I look forward very,
very much to that turnaround, and I
pledge myself to fully support the Presi-
dent in achieving this change of direction
which we so very, very badly need in
the economic affairs of this Nation.

Ithank the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming,

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
9, BUDGET RECONCILIATION

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I compli-
ment the Senator from California on his
statement and the support he has of-
fered. I think it will be a reflection of
support that will be bipartisan before
this process is over because the public
clearly anticipates major reductions in
the Federal role, and in the Federal
deficits.

I think there is an absolute verity in
all of this which is difficult, perhaps, for
the press to understand, and it is diffi-
cult, perhaps, for the public to under-
stand from time to time, but it is that
you cannot cut the budget without cut-
ting the budget. It is an absolute truth
that we cannot avoid, and there are
going to be cuts straight across that
will cause difficulty for people who have
come to graze in the Federal trough
without viewing the consequences to the
secure nature of the country as a whole.

I offer my congratulations to the Sen-
ate Budget Committee and to the Sena-
tors from New Mexico and South Caro-
lina for the rapid disposition of Presi-
dent Reagan’s budget proposal.

The Nation now faces a catastrophic
situation with high infiation, high in-
terest rates, high unemployment, high
taxes, and high unpredictability in the
whole economic scene. Thousands upon
thousands of businesses across the coun-
try are on the brink of collapse. Our
competitive position abroad is in serious
straits, and our competitive position in
this country with foreign businesses is
in serious straits.

The Federal Government bears a
heavy responsibility for these economic
problems. For years we have been spend-
ing as if there was no tomorrow. In
January we woke up to find that to-
morrow had dawned. Federal spending
increased 75 percent in 4 years. Even
with President Carter’'s proposal for the
largest revenue increase in America’s
history, deficits continue to grow. In the
12-month period from the first an-
nouncement of the 1981 budget the esti-
mated deficit jumped from $16 to $55
billion.

Our mortgaging our future has cost
us dearly. The yearly payments on the
public debt are $106 billion, larger than
the entire Federal budget in 1962, just
to service the debt of self-interest.

Unrestrained Fedral spending weighs
heavily on the economy. High taxes dis-
courage work effort, and they discourage
capital from flowing into the market-
place. Deficits cause Government com=
petition in the financial markets and
pressure for growth in the money sup-
ply, and the consequent inflationary
effects of that activity.

The Government burden on the econ-
omy is now at a peacetime high, and we
are spending a full 23 percent of our
gross national product in nonproductive
Government spending.

This percentage only measures the
burden of Federal expenditures recorded
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in the budget. Off-budget spending has
mushroomed in the seventies as has the
proliferation of unnecessary Government
regulations. These shackle business and
add unknown costs to the products pro-
duced by American manufacturers, and
they reduce our competitive position
abroad, reduce our competitive position
at home, and increase the burdens of
inflation on the consumers and taxpay-
ers of America.

I urge the Senate and the Congress
to move rapidly to adopt the reconcilia-
tion measure to demonstrate to the
country that we can make the hard deci-
sions necessary to make the Government
and the economy work.

Some of the President’s proposals I
question. Some hurt my State. Some will
be modified. President Carter worked 22
months in preparing his budget. Presi-
dent Reagan had but 6 weeks to prepare
his, and while we may argue about the
details and the components, keep the
goal in mind. The budget must be re-
duced by $52 billion to meet 1982 reduc-
tion targets. Anything less will not be
adequate, and it postpones the inevitable
recovery within our economy.

President Reagan’s program for eco-
nomic recovery does not suggest decreas-
ing total Federal spending, only holding
back the rate of increase to 6 percent.
The budget for 1982 will be greater than
this year, and 1983 will be greater than
in 1982, The deficit will not be eliminated
this year and, perhaps, not in 1984, cer-
tainly not before then, and then only by
finding billions of dollars in additional
program reductions.

We must move quickly to put in place
proposed savings this year and carry
them on to the outyears. Delay will but
cause further pain in the future, threat-
ening the very fabric of the society of
democracy which we all profess to prefer.

A country cannot sustain the level of
inflation that we have and maintain the
institutions of demecracy. The pressures
will be far too great to sacrifice every-
thing to any central authority to achieve
some measure of security for a period
of time in the history of this country.

The proposed spending reductions in
this budget are only the first step in re-
storing some vitality to this economy.
Substantial tax cuts are necessary for
increasing the incentives to work, to save,
to invest, and for decreasing the excise
effect that the present tax structure has
on the American economy. Our taxes are
now so high that they are becoming a
contemplated part of the request for
compensation, the request for wage set-
tlements, and salary settlements, of the
request to operate within the economy,
and certainly they are part and parcel of
the pricing mechanism that is drawing
inflation behind it.

If anybody doubts that taxes in this
country are adding to this infiation, they
are dreaming in clouds that do not have
anything to do with the reality of the
American economy as it exists today.

Our citizens must be allowed to escape
from the treadmill of the ever-increasing
tax rates brought upon them by the prof-
ligacv of a Congress that will not come
to grips with the spending habits of two
or three decades.
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Businesses must replace obsolete equip-
ment in America and create new jobs
through liberalized depreciation sched-
ules. Without lessening the tax burden,
spending reductions will only be partial-
1y effective in unfettering this economy.

Spending and tax reductions, along
with the elimination of unnecessary reg-
ulation, will start to take decisionmaking
out of Washington and put it back where
it should be, with the ingenuity of Amer-
ican citizens, American business, Ameri-
can citizen-politicians in the cities and
States of this country.

The program does not abandon the
poor and truly needy. It will help to free
them from the crush of inflation and the
lack of jobs that hurts them worse than
anything. It allows States and cities to
design programs that work best for the
needs of their citizens without supporting
a heavy layer of Federal rulemakers and
a heavy layer of Federal administrative
requirements which do nothing more
than provide employment for those who
would not seek it and could obtain it
elsewhere.

The citizens of our country said over-
whelmingly in November that they were
indeed ready for a change. The President
has responded with a package that will
do the job, and it is a package promised
in the campaign. The Budget Committee
voted 20 to 0 to report this package of
spending cuts. Now is the time for the
Senate to demonstrate that it can quick-
ly make the hard decisions required to
put Government on a sound financial
basis and to revitalize the economy.

There remains one impediment to eco-
nomic reccvery in this country. There is
the President, who is willing to make the
hard choices required. There is a country
which expressed its desire to have these
hard choices laid on the table before
them. They want and expect an eco-
nomic program that will lead to the less-
ening of effects of inflation and, to the
revitalization of the American economy.
In between them lies a Congress devoted
to its special interests, devoted, indeed,
to all manner of self-serving, self-per-
petuating terms in the Congress that are
purchased with the taxpayers’' money.

On one side, you have a public ready
and willing. On the other side, you have a
President seeking to lead. In the middle,
is there or is there not an impediment of
an unwilling and uncourageous Con-
gress? It may well be the case. And if it
is, the country has not been served by a
political process that leads to that.

To make these decisions is important
to the country. To fail to make these
decisions is to choose double digit infla-
tion, to choose interest rates that deny
the access to homes for young Americans
or the access to colleges for young Amer-
icans or the access to the business world
for Americans of any kind, to the com-
merce of this country, and to the pur-
chasing power of their own wages. To
choose that is wrong and to choose that
is 8 percent unemployment which rises
higher and higher and higher as the
economy declines.

The very fabric of democracy will not—
cannot—survive these strains. We must
and we will survive, but only on the basis
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of some political courage and not “busi-
ness as usual” in the halls of Congress.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized.

SENATOR MURKOWSKI SUPPORTS
REAGAN BUDGET CUTS BUT DIS-
AGREES WITH BUDGET COMMIT-
TEE'S DECISION TO CUT FUNDING
FOR THE STRATEGIC PETROLEUM
RESERVE

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
Senate Concurrent Resolution 9, of which
I am an original cosponsor, is the first
and necessary step for Congress to im-
plement President Reagan's budget re-
duction plan—a plan which I whole-
heartedly support. I commend the Senate
Budget Committee and all other Senate
committees which have been making the
tough decisions over the last several
weeks to bring Federal spending under
control.

There has been and will continue to be
much debate about the causes of infla-
tion and the proper cure for the problem.
However, there is no doubt in this Sena-
tor's mind that the habit of excessive,
deficit spending by the Federal Govern-
ment is a principal cause for the crip-
pling, debilitating inflation from which
all Americans now suffer. Throughout our
recent history, Congress has been a guilty
partner with the executive branch in
being unable to curb its spending appe-
tite. In recent years, Federal spending
has increased nearly 14 percent annually.

We are now at a crucial juncture. This
Congress can begin to prove to the
American people that we are indeed seri-
ous about cutting excessive Federal
spending and restoring fiscal sanity to
the Federal Government. Adoption of the
Senate Budget Committee's reconcilia-
tion resolution will provide for an outlay
reduction of $2.9 billion and budget au-
thority reduction of $14.7 billion for this
fiscal year. In fiscal year 1982, it will re-
duce budget cutlays by $36.4 billion and
budget authority by $52.1 billion; in fis-
cal year 1983 there will be an outlay re-
duction of $47.7 billion and a budget au-
thority reduction of $59 billion. Over
these 3 fiscal years, a total savings of
$87 billion in outlays and $125 billion in
budget authority can be realized.

The process in which we are engaged
presently—consideration and adoption
of a reconciliation resolution—is clearly
provided for by section 310 of the Budget
Act of 1974. This reconciliation process
allows Congress to instruet its commit-
tees to change already-enacted laws in
order to reduce spending by specified
amounts during the fiscal years ad-
dressed by the reconciliation instruction.

Mr. President, over the last several
weeks, each authorizing committee of
the Senate, as well as the Senate Budget
Committee, has been engaged in the diffi-
cult process of reviewing existing pro-
grams with the view toward reducing the
level of Federal spending. Sometimes—
where waste and duplication is evident—
decision to reduce or eliminate funding
has been easy. But, more often than not,
a strong argument has been made in each
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of our committees to continue and even
increase funding for programs that may
well indeed be beneficial to one group or
more of Americans and to one or more
regions of our country. This has made
some of the decisions to reduce funding
very difficult—though not any less neces-
sary—if we are to bring inflation under
control.

Mr. President, I am new to the Sen-
ate, and, of course, to the congression-
al budget process. Nevertheless, I have
already had to come to terms with one
of the very real problems in this
process—that is, the ability of authoriz-
ing committees to maintain effective
authority over authorizing legislation for
which they are responsible under the
rules of the Senate, while at the same
time the Congress proceeds to make
necessary spending reductions pursuant
to the Budget Act.

The reconciliation process was not in-
tended to be used nor should it be used
to replace the authority of authorizing
committees over programs and policies
within their respective jurisdictions. The
Budget Committee’s own report on the
pending concurrent resolution states—

The process also allows the Individual
committees to keep their autonomy and to
exercise their full judgment on the laws
to be changed and on the changes that
should occur.

The Senate Budget Committee’s re-
conciliation instruction directs the Sen-
ate Energy Committee, of which I am
a member, to modify programs within
its jurisdiction sufficient to achieve sav-
ings in budget authority of $3,714,000,000
and budget outlays of $3,404,000,000 in
fiscal year 1982.

The Budget Committee’s report on
page 82 reads, in part—

In arriving at this recommendation, the
Committee’s working assumptions were the
levels for reduction by the President except
for the reduction of payments in lleu of
taxes, and except that the Committee as-
sumed that additional savings beyond those
proposed by the President could be achieved
by implementation of an alternative financ-
ing mechanism for the strategic petroleum
reserve.

On page 83, the committee’s report
continues—

Although this list of savings is not binding
on committees that receive reconciliation in-
structlons, cuts of this magnitude In pro-
grams of this kind will be necessary If the
reconciliation instructions and the totals in
the Resolution are to be achieved,

Mr. President, the total proposed fiscal
year 1982 budget authority for programs
within the jurisdiction of the Senate
Energy Committee in President Reagan’s
budget proposal is $21,960,780,000. This
budget proposal included $3.8 billion in
budget authority for the strategic petro-
leum reserve. The Budget Committee’s
instructions to the Energy Committee to
make savings of $3,714,000,000 in fiscal
year 1982 budget authority in these pro-
grams, read against the Budget Com-
mittee’s suggested list of savings make
it absolutely clear that there is no other
practicable way to achieve these savings
without a drastic reduction in funding
for the strategic petroleum reserve.

The Energy Committee does not, in
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fact, have a real choice if it is to honor
the savings target embodied in the pend-
ing reconciliation resolution. It must cut
budget authority by $3 billion from what
President Reagan has recommended for
this important program. The Budget
Committee’'s own report acknowledges
that funding for the strategic petroleum
reserve must be drastically cut to mect
its targeted savings. It explicitly assumes
a new plan to finance the reserve, with-
out any assurance whatsoever that any
such plan can be adopted in the next
few months,

While I believe that the Congress
should develop an alternative means of
financing the strategic petroleum re-
serve, I do not believe it is wise to elimi-
nate funding for this important program
until Congress can indeed agree upon an
effective alternative. If the Senate were
to adopt the Budget Committee’s rec-
ommendation to eliminate funding for
purchases for the strategic petroleum
reserve in fiscal year 1982, the Congress
would have just a few months to de-
velop, consider, and enact an alternative
financing plan.

Mr. President, what would happen if
we cannot agree on an alternate plan in
this short period of time? As a newcomer
to the Senate, I have already come to
realize that the world's greatest delib-
erative body does indeed take its own
good time to deliberate. Would it not be
wiser—as the Senate Energy Committee
recommended—to keep the funding level
recommended by President Reagan for
fiscal year 1982 until we enact an effec-
tive, alternative financing plan?

Mr. President, this program is of vital
importance o the national security and
economic well-being of the United
States. It was established by Congress in
1975, after the first oil embargo, to sup-
ply the United States with oil in the
case of any future, emergency oil supply
disruptions. It is probably the Nation’s
most important near-term energy pro-
gram. The oil is stored in salt domes in
Louisiana and could be available in case
of unexpected supply shortages. It is
designed to store ultimately 1 billion
barrels of oil. The strategic petroleum
reserve has always had strong bipartisan
support in the Congress.

In 1977 the Congress approved a plan
which established a goal of 500 million
barrels of oil in storage by December 25,
1980. Projections are that we will have a
total of 180 million barrels by the end
of calendar year 1981. Because the previ-
ous administration dragged its feet in
purchasing oil for the reserve, we now
only have 118 million barrels stored in
the reserve. The Reagan administration
has wisely decided to reemphasize this
program and proposed for fiscal year
1982, budget authority of $3.8 billion.
This would allow purchases on an annual
average of 230,000 barrels of oil per day
for fiscal year 1982.

Mr. President, I surport the intention
of the Reagan administration and many
In Congress to boost defense spending.
Indeed, the President has proposed to
increase defense spending dramatically
in the next several years, beginning in
the next fiscal year to a budget authority
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level of $226.3 billion. Unfortunately, Mr.
President, much of this increased mili-
tary strength—as well as our existing
military strength—is very vulnerable to
oil supply disruptions. If we do not insure
the continuation and increased-filling
rate of the strategic petroleum reserve,
our commitment to increase defense
spending may mean very little to the
national security.

Last week, in recognition of this fact,
the Senate Energy Committee took
strong exception to the Budget Commit-
tee's proposal to delete funding for the
Reserve. The Energy Committee, by a
vote of 19 to 1, adopted a resolution
which reads in part, as follows:

The Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources recommend to the Budget
Committee the functional totals for fiscal
year 1982 contained In President Reagan's
budget within the Committee's jurisdiction
(functions set forth in the agenda); and
further that the Committee express the
sense of the Committee that it will move
expeditiously to consider and report an al-
ternative off-budget funding mechanism for
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve and, when
such alternative mechanism is enacted, it
will support an appropriate reduction in au-
thorizations and appropriations for the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve . . .

Mr. President, this is the sensible
course to follow. To eliminate funding
for strategic petroleum reserve, before
we have any idea what agreement we
may be able to reach as an alternative
funding program is foolish and danger-
ous. Several alternative plans have al-
ready been mentioned in the press and
in committee discussions.

Some may be workable, but others
have already provoked great controversy.
I sincerely support the overall effort of
the Budget Committee to reduce Federal
expenditures. I simply do not believe we
can take the risk—and it is a risk—that
Congress will be able to put into place
an effective, alternative financing plan
for the reserve over the next several
months.

It is much wiser to adopt the approach
recommended by the Senate Energy
Committee—to provide budget author-
ity—as recommended by President Rea-
gan—until such time as the Congress
enacts an effective alternative for
financing this program so important to
our national security.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp the full text of the Senate En-
ergy Committee’s motion as agreed to.

There being no objection, the motion
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

MoTtioN BY MR. McCLURE

Motlon that the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources recommend to the
Budget Committee the functional totals for
fiscal year 1882 contained in President
Reagan's budget within the committee's
jurisdiction (functions set forth in the
agenda); and further that the committee
express the sense of the committee that it
will move expeditiously to conslider and re-
port an alternative off-budget funding
mechanism for the strategic petroleum re-
serve and, when such alternative mechanlsm
is enacted, it will support an appropriate
reduction in authorizations and appropria-
tions for the strategic petroleum reserve;
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and additionally that the committee re-
serves the prerogative to make future pro-
grwa dec’slors within the aforementioned
functional totals.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GrassLEY). The Chair recognizes the
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Pennsylvania for
kindly yielding me a moment of his time.

SAUDI ARMS SALE

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I wish to
register my disapproval of the Reagan
administration’s announced intention to
stock F-15 fighters sold to the Govern-
ment of Saudi Arabia with offensive
weaponry.

I believe that the President’s proposal
suffers from several concrete shortcom-
ings, and foremost among them is the
failure to extract specific assurance
from Saudi Arabia about the security of
the State of Israel.

The enhanced offensive power of these
aircraft will not only threaten Israel,
but I fear it could also trigger another
round of the destabilizing arms race in
the Persian Gulf, thereby tilting a pre-
carious balance of power away from the
interests of the United States.

Mr. President, when Congress ap-
proved the sale in 1978, it did so barely,
and only with explicit assurances from
the Carter administration that advanced
;ql;lspment would not be attached to the

-15's.

The current proposal seeks to reverse
our previous commitment. That is a dan-
gerous repudiation and a dangerous
precedent. The administration has not
demonstrated that present ecircum-
stances demand such action.

Although I believe we should pursue
strengthened relations with Saudi Ara-
bia, I am not convinced the present pro-
posal lays the proper groundwork for
further stabilization in the Middle East,
for continued security for the State of
Israel, or for protection of the vital in-
terests of the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC
RECOVERY PACKAGE

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate this opportunity to express my
views on the President’s economic re-
covery package.

I believe that President Reagan was
very accurate in a statement made at a
breakfast a week ago today with the 16
newly elected Republican Senators when
he said the economic problems facing
this Nation are the worst since 1932 and
those posed by the Great Depression.

In my judgment, that accurately
characterizes the problems faced by our
country today, with runaway inflation
threatening the senior citizens who must
live on fixed incomes, and threatening
all those who face the rising prices at
the supermarket or at the gas pump.

We also face an enormous problem in
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runaway interest rates which prevent
the young marrieds from buying homes,
which prevent all of us from buying con-
sumer goods and automobiles, and make
it virtually impossible for the business-
men to function, as attested by the fact
that large groups which visited my of-
fice, realtors, automobile salesmen,
businessmen from all walks of life, who
pointed out the staggering impact in-
terest rates of 17 and 18 percent had.

The economic situation confronting
our Nation, I think, has called for a bold
program, which has been mandated by
the American people in the very dra-
matic election results last November.
Now, it is up to the Congress, in coopera-
tion with the administration, to carry
forward a legislative program to improve
the economic climate. Realizing that,
when dealing with the economy, it is ex-
tremely difficult, if not impossible, to pre-
dict results with any degree of accuracy,
in my judgment, President Reagan has
adopted a pragmatic, likable, workable,
three-point program in seeking, first to
cut Federal expenditures; second, reduce
taxes; and third, cut regulatory redtape.

As to the issue of governmental regu-
lation, I think there is a wide consensus
on the need to reduce such needless regu-
latory abuses. Billions of dollars were
spent each year in the regulatory system.
Recognizing that some regulations are
necessary, there is wide latitude to cut
down the tremendous regulatory maze
which is crippling productivity in this
country.

With respect to the issue of expendi-
tures, I think that there is also a wide
consensus in the United States—cer-
tainly, I can report on a wide consensus
in Pennsylvania based upon the trips
that I have made to Pennsylvania, the
people I have talked to who have visited
me here, in Washington, and the influx
of my mail—that the public recognizes
the indispensable imperative of cutting
back on governmental expenditures.
Within the range of the cutbacks as re-
quested by President Reagan, amounting
to almost $50 billion, I think it is impor-
tant to note, as Mr. David Stockman has
agreed in his position as head of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, that the
specific cuts requested by the administra-
tion are not sacrosanct and that Congress
has a legitimate role to evaluate those
cuts. As long as the bottom line is
achieved, as Mr. Stockman has put it, the
President’s program is workable.

Mr. President, while this is not the oc-
casion to dwell upon the differences
which some of us may see, and I see par-
ticularly, it might be appropriate to note
the concerns which come from my State
on the issues of mass transit, some of the
social programs on nutrition, medicaid,
and black lung, and some of the economic
development programs from UDAG and
from the Appalachian group, which have
been very effective in leveraging private
investment and in providing jobs for
Americans. In Pennsylvania, this is a way
which, I think, makes those specific ex-
penditures worthwhile.

In due course, I shall have suggestions
as to how some modifications may be
made within the proposals advanced by
Mr. Stockman, still leaving the bottom
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line intact, and, I think, improvements
in the judgments which I think Congress
must make with some independence on
those scores.

In so stating, I underscore my own
view that the President’s package is nec-
essary. There have to be major budget
cuts, based upon the testimony given in
the Committee on Appropriations by the
economists who have laid down in direct
terms that the only way to cut interest
rates in the future is to have these gov-
ernmental reductions in expenditures so
that there can be a movement toward
balancing of the budget and some effect
upon the sky-high interest rates and the
spiraling inflation.

While we have yet to see the specifics
of the President’s tax program, I do be-
lieve that it is necessary to stimulate in-
centives. I do believe that an appropriate
tax program giving accelerated deprecia-
tion to industry and more incentives to
the working man and working woman
would contribute substantially to produc-
tivity in this country. It is an indispen-
sable part of the road to economic
recovery.

Mr. President, I very much appreciate
the reservation of these several minutes
to express my views on the floor today
and for the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair suggests the absence of a quorum.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Sivpson). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC RE-
COVERY PROGRAM

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the Senate should, in an unequivocal
fashion, support Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 9. In the last election, the voters
reaffirmed their belief in the straight-
forward precepts of fiscal responsibility
and realism in Government. As the duly
elected representatives of the American
people, it is our responsibility to follow
the instructions of the electorate and
implement the President’s economic re-
covery program.

The greatest impediment to the well-
being of the United States is Congress
reluctance to take bold and responsible
action during these difficult economic
times. I reassure my colleagues that we
need not be paralvzed by the political
fear that our constituents will object to
the daring proposals currently before
Congress. The voters want a return to
realism. They want policies that promote
economic well-being, not programs that
take it away. They want their represent-
atives to heed the message of November
and reassess the Government's imple-
mentation of the principles which have
guided past actions.

Before casting their votes last year,
millions of Americans asked the ques-
tion: What have my representatives done
in the past decade? The answer man-
dated change. The national debt has
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grown from $382 billion to a staggering
trillion dollars. The annual Federal
budget, which had been $210 billion, has
swelled 300 percent, reaching $629 billion
in 1980. As a direct result of this prof-
ligacy, our economy is in a shambles.
Americans have not prospered from Fed-
eral schemes to spend money, rather, by
weakening the economy, our well-
intended programs have forced greater
numbers of our constituents to rely on
the Government for help.

Annual inflation, which a decade ago
never exceeded 5 percent, today persists
above 12 percent. Mortgage money, 10
yvears ago plentiful, is today scarce and
priced beyond the means of the majority
of working Americans. The 3,000-percent
increase in the food stamp program, the
150-percent increase of income security
payments, the 400-percent increase in
Federal housing programs, the 200-per-
cent increase in job creation programs
are not evidence of Government munif-
icence, rather they are all indications
of a viscious never-ending dependency
caused by Government programs gone
awry.

There is, however, just cause for hope.
The American people’s clear and contin-
ued expression of support for a return
to reason is proof that the desire for
productive independence has not been
extinguished. Daily, I receive a flood of
mail overwhelmingly supportive of Pres-
ident Reagan’s economic recovery plan.
People who have never written to an
elected official are writing to me ex-
pressing their belief in the President’s
spending and tax proposals. My mail is
a reflection of an adamant, nationwide
call for enactment of the entire budget
proposal. One constituent has written—

I am an Independent. I did not vote for
Reagan, but . . . please support him all the
Way.

Another, who will feel directly the im-
pact of budget cuts courageously writes:

Dear SenaTOR HUMPHREY: Last night I
listened to President Reagan's budget and
tax cut proposals very intently, which I
support completely.

I am a divorcee with three school age
children to solely support. I have a full-time
job, and I constantly seek ways to improve
my income. At present, I am a recipient of
food stamps which help greatly. I don't feel
that I abuse this program, but I do know
that plenty of people do. I also know that
+ if the burget cut goes through that I stand
to lose some or all of this assistance, and I
am willing to take this cut if it will help our
economy in any way. As it stands now, I am
11:311;13 & great deal more with Inflation where

My hope is that the people of this country
will band together and support President
Reagan with all their strength and courage.
I love my children and would like to be able
to show them some kind of positive future.

The American people are in many ways
ahead of Congress. They recognize the
need to act expeditiously and selflessly
on a plan clearly in the Nation’s best in-
terest. A plan which is based on sound
expenditure, tax, regulatory and mone-
tary policies. In the President’s own
words:

Our program for economic does
not rely upon complex theories or elaborate

Government programs. Instead, it recognizes
basic economic facts of life and, as hu-
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manely as possible, 1t will move America
back toward economic sanity. The principles
are easily understood, but it will take deter-
mination to apply them. Nevertheless, If in-
flation and unemployment are to be cur-
talled, we must act.

First, we must cut the growth of Govern-
ment spending.

Second, we must cut tax rates so that
once again work will be rewarded and savings
encouraged.

Third, we must carefully remove the
tentacles of excessive Government regula-
tion which are strangling our economy.

Fourth, while recognizing the independ-
ence of the Institution, we must work with
the Federal Reserve Board to develop a
monetary policy that will rationally control
the money supply.

Fifth, we must move, surely and predict-
ably, toward a balanced budget.

This reconciliation resolution, Senate
Concurrent Resolution 9, is precisely
what our economy needs and our people
demand. It recognizes the need for bold
and swift, yet reasoned, action. It guar-
antees that spending reductions will be
shared widely and fairly. No needy per-
son need fear the program nor doubt the
intent of its author. Now we can affirm
with absolute clarity our desire to repre-
sent the best interests of this and future
generations.

I urge my fellow Senators to vote for
Senate Concurrent Resolution 9 and the
prineiples which it represents.

Mr. President, I believe that President
Reagan’s program, if Congress has the
political courage to pass spending cuts
of the magnitude required, is a signifi-
cant step in the right direction. But it
is only the first step.

If we are to halt the movement of
our Republic toward the edge of the
abyss, we must go far beyond merely
questioning the expense of manyv pro-
grams that we have taken unto ourselves.
We need to go beyond that and question
the philosophical basis of these pro-
grams.

It seems to me that if we are to over-
come the malaise in our land, we need
to address more than just economic
matters. To be sure, the restoration of
health to the economy will be a great
help, but I submit that it is not enough.

We are an unhappy Nation, as Presi-
dent Carter pointed out some months
ago, although I disagreed with his
diagnosis of the cause. We are an un-
happy Nation because we have departed
from the purpose, the true purpose, for
which our Government was created.

To my way of thinking, the purpose
of our Government is the protection of
life, liberty, and property. Of course,
Jefferson’s phrase in the Declaration of
Independence is more famous “life,
liberty and the pursuit of happiness”
but it was also common among his con-
temroraries to express it as life, liberty,
and property. .

Indeed, in many State constitutions,
that phrase is used. In fact, it appears
in our own Constitution, in the 14th
amendment, as the famous due process
clause, which states that no person shall
be deprived of life, liberty, or property.
without due process of law.

What I am getting to, Mr. President, is
the assertion that, among other things,
we are not only failing to protect prop-
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erty but also directly attacking property
in the administration of many programs.

There is absolutely no justification
under the Constitution, in my opinion,
for grants of any kind, for subsidies of
any kind, for low-interest loans of any
kind; because, in fact, these things
represent an attack upon property.

In order for the Federal Government
to pass money around, to issue grants, it
must first take that money from the
people. To those people from whom
money is taken in the form of taxation
and who are not on the receiving end of
these grant programs and other pro-
grams like them, it represents an attack
upon property.

So I am saying that if my party, which
has now seized the initiative by offering
new ideas—and that is what politics is
all about, ideas, and not personalities or
even parties, except to the extent that
parties represent different ideas—if those
in the Republican Party are to keep the
leadership, we must conceive new ideas
to offer to the American people.

This Senator suggests that an idea
which, in timely fashion, deserves focus
and attention after we restore health to
our economy is the true purpose of gov-
ernment—the idea that government is
instituted tc protect life. Today, we are
not fully protecting life; we are acquies-
cing in the taking of human life, and
I am speaking of abortion. We are not
protecting liberty; we are acquiescing in
the piecemeal destruction of liberty by
creating more and more bureaucracy,
which gives forth a torrent of regulation,
which takes away our liberty. We are not
protecting property but attacking prop-
erty.

If we are to carry out our function of
leadership, we must begin to focus on this
area.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The ascistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DENTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Alabama is recog-

SPENDING CUTS

Mr. DENTON. Mr. President, I wish to
make a few remarks apropos of the con-
sideration by the Senate this week of the
first part of the President’s package of
proposals: the spending cuts.

It is said that the effect of these cuts
would be to help move America back to-
ward economic sanity. “Sanity” is a
strong word. It implies that the state we
are in economically is its opposite—in-
sanity.

I do not believe that the word is too
strong, because the procedure by which
a person spends himself into bankruptcy,
into economic ruin, in the presence of
facts that he is indeed doing so, can be
described as insane.

Our Nation is doing that. In 1960, the
Federal Government had a surplus of
$800 million. By 1970, this had become
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a deficit of $13.1 billion. Today’s deficit
has reached $68.4 billion.

This Nation not only is spending too
much, but also, it is spending too much
on the wrong things and not enough on
the right things. We are spending %00
much on programs termed “social,” and
not enough on national security
Programs.

The shift of emphasis between these
two programs is dramatic. In 1960, the
percent of total outlay by this country
for defense was 49 percent; for social
purposes, 27 percent. Last year, 1980,
instead of 49 percent for defense, we
were spending 23 percent; for social
services, 52 percent instead of 27
percent.

Many in the news media and in aca-
deme suggest that this is a humane and
compassionate shift. But how can one
call it humane and compassionate when,
on the one hand, in spending ourselves
into bankruptcy we are eliminating the
basis from which we can give aid of any
kind to people in distress—to the poor,
to the handicapped? A bankrupt nation
can give nothing for social purposes.

Similarly, if the number one social
service which a government is required
to provide its people is not provided,
then the social services after number
one do not count. The number one social
service to which I refer is the assurance
to the people of the Nation that they can
withstand an attack which would result
in the loss of the freedoms and economic
advantages which we now enjoy.

We do not have that assurance today.
We have a Soviet Union which partic-
ularly since 1962, after the missile crisis
in Cuba, has concentrated even further
on defense spending, although the word
“defense” is extremely doubtful in their
case. They are spending money on
strategic missilry—missilry which if
leveled against the United States in an
actual attack could destroy roughly 50
percent of our population. In response
our retaliatory forces could perhaps de-
stroy 5 percent of the Soviet population.

This is a gory consideration, but one
worthy of our attention because the So-
viets in the period following their
revolution in 1917 destroyed in their in-
ternal purges—numerically and by per-
centages of their present population
for political purposes and for suppressive
purposes—more people than our re-
taliatory attack could account for.

That is the kind of antagonist which is
homing in on us, aiming with those
missiles.

We must meet that threat. We must
start to shift the imbalance favorably or
we are doomed in both senses which I
have already mentioned.

It is true that we must judge a wealthy
nation by how well it takes care of its
poor, but a nation destroyed by nuclear
weapons or a nation spent into bank-
ruptcy has no capability whatever for
taking care of any poor.

I agree with the preceding speaker,
Senator HumpHREY, when he said the
basic cause of all of th's is a shift away
from the traditional philosophy of this
country. We have an identification prob-
lem. We are in the process of proving
Socrates right when he said a democ-
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racy cannot survive because sooner or
later too many peopie wiu perce.ve they
can get their hands in the till and the
elected officials will cater to that percep-
tion—end of democracy.

Our social programs from their in-
ception were based on the principle of
“love thy neighbor as thyself,” a prin-
ciple stemming from our sense of striving
to be ‘““One Nation under God,” a na-
tional principle which is included in the
0Old and the New Testaments.

When we reach the point at which we
are not being compassionate from that
motive of loving neighbor as self but are
extending in to the Socratically identi-
fied state of demagoguery, appealing fo
vested interests among the society in a
way such as subsidization of laziness or
inculeating expectations that are not
realistic with respect to what a federal
government should provide, then we are
threatening ourselves with destruction.

Most basically, I believe we must re-
turn to the philosophy of trying to be one
Nation under God. I think that philos-
ophy has the economic and strategic an-
swers which the President’s package
contains.

I believe the people in this country
are ready to support the President’s
package.

I conclude by saying that the package
is like a football play. It has a number of
elements. As in a football play we have
blocking assignments. We cannot just
generally decide we are going to go off
tackle with a particular reverse play. We
have to decide that we are going to do it
with detailed assignments to each mem-
ber of the team. The President’s package
is like that. It is not just some spending
reductions; it is not just spending some
more for defense; it is a quantified pack-
age and has other elements. It is tax in-
centives to business and individuals de-
signed to put our economy back into a
sane condition. It is regulatory reform.
‘We must pass it as a coherent package.

It will require sacrifice by each seg-
ment of our society, and I can speak for
the State of Alabama in saying that my
tuning in to them in the past year and
especially in the past few days has indi-
cated that they are ready to make those
sa.grdlﬁces individually for the common
Egooq.

I exhort my colleagues to support the
President’s package in detail beginning
with the first step, the spending cuts, and
begin the overall return to honesty, to
realism, the return to sanity which they
represent.

I thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Vermont.

BUDGET RECONCILIATION

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, to-
morrow the Senate will take up Senate
Concurrent Resolution 9, revising the
congressional budget for fiscal years
1981, 1982, and 1983. The Senate is pro-
ceeding apace in a process we call “rec-
onciliation.” Reconciliation is an ap-
propriate means to implement a congres-
sional policy of spending restraint. That
we would need to resort to such a process
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was anticipated when the landmark
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 was
drafted. That statute instituted major
reforms in the approach Congress would
take to Federal spending. Speaking as
the chairman of the Senate Committee
on Environment and Public Works, I am
pleased to participate in the Senate’s
efforts to carry out the spirit of that law.

On February 18, less than a month
after he took the oath of office, President
Ronald Reagan proposed to Congress a
program for economic recovery. His plan
is based on sound expenditure, tax, regu-
latory, and monetary policies. His objec-
tive is to reverse the debilitating infla-
tion and stagnating productivity that
has inflicted our economy for more than
a dozen years. The reconciliation in-
struction to standing committees con-
tained in Senate Concurrent Resolution
9 begins to carry out the spending re-
straint policy contained in the Presi-
dent’s program. I support this policy,
even though it means severely restricting
programs which were begun with good
intentions and great promise. In some
cases it means bringing some of these
programs to an end.

The Committee on Environment and
Public Works is prepared to take these
often difficult steps because we recognize
it is the only way to reduce deficits and
without increasing the tax burden that
discourages productivity.

Last week our committee made its
report to the Budget Committee, giving
our views on new budget authority and
spending restraint for programs in our
jurisdiction. I wish to take this oppor-
tunity to review our activities for the
record.

The circumstances surrounding the
development of committee reports this
year are extraordinary. Normally, com-
mittees are supplied with the President’s
budget request by the end of January,
providing adequate time to conduct a
thorough inquiry into the impacts of the
administration’s budget on programs of
concern to the committees. In 1981, the
change of administrations was further
complicated by President Reagan's major
budget reduction initiative required to
carry out his economic recovery program
announced on February 18.

‘The President’s revised request for
fiscal year 1982 was formally transmitted
to Congress on March 10. This was ac-
companied by special messages propos=
ing rescissions and deferrals of budget
authority previously enacted by the Con-
gress. As of March 17, the cumulative
amount proposed for rescission in fiscal
year 1981 is $12 billion; for deferrals it
totals an additional $8.6 billion. Presi-
dent Reagan’s program therefore in-
cludes substantial modifications in
budget authority in the current fiscal
year.

A number of these rescissions and de-
ferrals affects programs within the juris-
diction of the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. In addition to
developing a recommendation to the
Budget Committee for fiscal year 1982,
this committee also reviewed the Presi-
dent’s proposals for fiscal year 1981 or
earlier and included recommendations
thereon in this report.
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Overall, the committee recommended
new budget authority for its programs
in fiscal year 1982 identical to that re-
" quested by the President. Likewise, for
fiscal year 1981 the committee recom-
mends budget authority that, in the
aggregate, achieves the reductions pro-
posed by the President. However, the
committee did depart from the Reagan
administration’s proposals in some

areas:

First, the Environmental Protection
Agency wastewater treatment works
construction grants program. The Presi-
dent proposed rescinding previously ap-
propriated funds totaling $1.7 billion. Of
this, $1 billion reflects appropriations
enacted in fiscal year 1981; $586 million
in fiscal year 1980; and $114 million in
fiscal year 1977.

The Committee on Environment and
Public Works recommended rescinding
$1.214 billion. The difference of $486 mil-
lion -reflects the committee’s decision to
recommend rescinding only $100 mi.ll;on
rather than $586 million for construction
grants appropriated in fiscal year 1980.

Under the Clean Water Act, States
normally have 2 years to obligate their
allotments to specific projects. Funds ap-
propriated in fiscal year 1980 which re-
main unobligated at the end of fiscal
year 1981 are available for reallotment.
The committee determined that a rescis-
sion of $100 million in fiscal year 1980
funds would not be unduly disruptive to
the States’' construction programs since
it represents the current estimate of the
unobligated balance that will remain
at the end of fiscal year 1981, which, in-
cidentally, is September 30, 1981.

The committee also recommends $2.4
billion in new budget authority for fiscal
year 1982, contingent upon enactment of
reforms in the construction grants pro-
gram that will limit Federal funding re-
sponsibility to projects having the great-
est water quality benefits. At this time,
the Reagan administration provides no
funds for fiscal year 1982, but is com-
mitted to request $2.4 billion if reforms
are enacted.

Next, in the case of the Water Re-
sources Council and the Office of Water
Research and Technology, the committee
voted to reject the President’s recom-
mended rescissions totaling $16.8 million
in fiscal year 1981 and related proposals
to terminate these agencies in fiscal year
1982. Instead, the committee recom-
mended reducing the general construc-
tion account of the Corps of Engineers
by $16.8 million in fiscal year 1981. In
fiscal year 1982, the committee proposes
to provide $40 million in new budget au-
thority, evenly divided between WRC
and OWRT, again to be offset by a $40
million reduction in the corps’ general
construction account.

Finally, in fiscal year 1982, the com-
mittee voted to increase budget author-
ity associated with Fish and Wildlife
Service programs by $6.4 million, to be
offset by reductions in budget authority
for the Tennessee Valley Authority and
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

With these exceptions the committee
adopted budget authority levels that
matched the President’s spending re-
straint proposals.
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Compared with congressional spend-
ing authority of $19.5 billion enacted in
fiscal year 1981 for environment and
public works programs, this committee
recommended savings of $1.5 billion, 8
percent below current law. Our total rec-
ommendation for fiscal year 1982 of $17.1
billion is $2.3 billion or 12 percent less
than current law and $4.7 billion or 21.5
percent less than the previous adminis-
tration’s request.

Mr. President, although the committee
adopted recommendations that contem-
plate more spending than the President
proposes, we are prepared to reexamine
these recommendations in light of the
Budget Committee’s instruction that
more savings be achieved. In any event,
I would like to offer my personal com-
mitment to achieve the total spending re-
duction figures contained in Senate Res-
olution 9, for the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

Naturally, members of the committee
will differ on the details of how these re-
ductions ought to be achieved. That is a
necessary part of the process which we
will undertake between now and May 31.
Nevertheless, I believe the Budget Com-
mittee and the Senate can count on the
full cooperation of the Committee on
Environment and Public Works in
achieving the savings in Federal spend-
ing that will be necessary to achieve our
economic revitalization goals under Pres-
ident Reagan.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boscawirz) . The Senator from Idaho.

BUDGET RECONCILIATION
RESOLUTION

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, today I
would like to share with my colleagues
some of my thoughts on the budget rec-
onciliation resolution before the Senate
this week. This resolution mandating re-
ductions in Federal spending during the
remainder of fiscal year 1981 and for
1982 and 1983 is, of course, the first of
President Reagan’s economic reform
proposals that will come before Congress
this year. As a member of the Senate
Budget Committee—along with the Sen-
ator occupying the chair—I was pleased
to be able to play an active role in de-
veloping the legislation mandating
spending cuts for the future.

Mr. President, I hope all Members of
this body realize the urgent need for
the quick approval of the President’s re-
form proposals in their entirety. The
dramatic rise in inflation, interest rates,
and fundamental instability in the econ-
omy and financial markets during recent
years is due, in large part, to the un-
controlled growth in Federal spending,
expansion of the Federal debt, and the
failure to control the growth in the
money supply. These high rates of infla-
tion and interest rates have created a
crisis in capital investment, productivity,
and American competitiveness in the
world.

My constituents in the State of Idaho
tell me that homebuilding is at a near
standstill; young people find it imros-
sible to obtain home mortgage loans;
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small businesses and farmers cannot find
money for expansion or, in some cases,
to meet operating contingencies that are
rapidly becoming emergencies and in
many cases are already at the emergency
stage for these small businesses. This is
because the Federal Government is bor-
rowing so heavily in the capital markets
that the private citizen—the farmer, the
small businessman, the young couple
wanting to buy their first home—is
simply being equeezed out of the market.
This excessive consumption of available
lending capital by the Federal Govern-
ment has driven interest rates to un-
precedented highs.

For the 4 years, 1976-80, Federal
spending grew at an average rate in
excess of 12 percent per year; in the
1979-80 period this spending growth ac-
celerated to almost 16 percent annually.
Inflation rates during the last several
years have averaged near 10 percent each
year as measured by the Consumer Price
Index. At such rates of inflation our
currency will lose fully half of its pur-
chasing power in just 7 years. This rapid
growth in Federal spending and infla-
tion will result in higher rates of un-
employment, lower productivity and in-
creased economic and social chaos if it
is not stopped. As Government takes
greater and greater portions of the earn-
ings of individual citizens there will be
no incentive to work, to save, to invest.
In other words, people will see no hope
for the future—no way to get ahead in
life. As this becomes apparent social
decay and degeneracy will result if we
do not get on top of this situation now
while this window of opportunity pre-
sents itself.

Mr. President, I must point out that
this rapid rise in Federal spending, debt,
and inflation results from the fundamen-
tal nature of Government to expand its
power combined with the use of the pub-
lic purse by our political rulers to pacify
and control the population. The “tax,
spend, and elect” mentality took hold in
Washington nearly 50 years ago and has
been employed at an accelerated pace
by politicians promising a “free lunch”
and trying to buy the votes of the peo-
ple with their tax dollars in an effort
to insure reelection. Politicians have
acted as if the Government rather than
the private sector was the creator of
wealth. In reality, however, Government
confiscates the wealth of the individual
and redistributes it—it is not a source of
wealth and production; it is a consumer
of wealth and production.

As a result the size and power of the
central Government in Washington has
grown at an alarming rate during the
last 20 years. Program after program has
been pyramided one on top of the other
in an effort to solve social problems by
transferring money from those who earn
it to those who do not. The tax policy of
the Federal Government for the last 20
years, really the last 50, but especially
the last 20, has been used as a vehicle for
socioeconomic change rather than to
simply raise the revenue necessary for
legitimate functions of Government.

The taxing and regulatory power of
the Federal Government has not only
been used to support the ever growing
bureaucracy but to restrain individual
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enterprise saving and lnv_'ast.ment. The
average wage earning family of four has
seen their taxes triple in the last decade.
Today, taxes—not food, shelter, clothing,
educat.on, entertainment, or savings—
but taxes are the largest si_ngle item in
the budget of a typical working family of
four.

We have run up a budget deficit of $500
billion in the last few years alone, and
the result is inflation that is wrecking
this Nation’s economy, destroying busi-
nesses and job opportunities which is
literally causing whole regions of
country to wither and die on the vine.
For years we have been eating our seed
corn in an economic sense rather than
inves in next years crop. -

It is-.unf%r these reasons, Mr. President,
that the Congress must approve the Rea-
gan tax package as well as make these
spending cuts in the budget resolution.
President Reagan is proposing changes
in the tax policies to encourage work,
savings, and capital investment. He is
proposing, and I support, across-the-
board reductions in income tax rates of
10 percent per year for the next 3 years.
We must immediately lower to a maxi-
mum of 19 percent, as President Reagan
has proposed, the portion of the gross
national product that is consumed by

taxes.

It is nearly up to 25 percent today
and it must be brought back in line
so that there is more money left in the
hands of the individual Americans to
provide for new enterprise, for new en-
trepreneurial activity, for new sound
economic growth which will lead this
country and sustain it so that all Amer-
icans will be able to participate in the
economic system.

There have been some that have
argued that the Reagan economic pro-
posals will turn the clock back 20, 30, or
even 40 years, that years and years of
“gocial progress” will be eliminated. But,
such arguments are simply not credible
if we examine these proposals, and spe-
cifically the budget resolution before the
Senate this week. We are not eliminat-
ing needed programs. We are simply
restraining the rate of growth of some
of the Federal programs and we are thin-
ning down some of the programs that
are too fat. We are tangeting them, we
are consolidating them, and we are try-
ing to make them more efficient.

More importantly, however, is that
President Reagan is proposing systemic
changes in many areas. Many of the
categorical-grant social programs that
have built huge consumptive bureaucra-
cies are being replaced with block grants
to the States so that they can administer
the programs with greater latitude and
at lower cost. Making these systemic
changes is most important for the long
run because, if the bureaucratic struc-
ture is left in place, budget cuts this
year or next year will be only temporary.

President Reagan said once on the
campaign trail that the onlv thing that
has eternal life on this Earth is a Gov-
ernment agency. That has been more and
more t{rue as the years have gone by. I
think this is the reason why it is so
essential that this budget resolution as
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reported by the committee pass as the
first step toward a reduction in Govern-
ment and less Government intervention
in the daily activities of the American
people. Furthermore, it is important for
Congress to demonstrate that it is going
to back the President so as to lower the
inflationary expectations and restore
confidence in our economic future.

Obviously, all of us are not going to
agree with every detail of the budget
proposals. I, myself, have areas in which
I would have made different recommen-
dations. For example, I would have made
fewer reductions in what I refer to as
resource capital investment; namely,
water projects, supports for basic sci-
ence R. & D., the highway program, and
other programs that aid the Western
States in coping with the burden of the
large Federal land holdings within their
borders that lower their revenue base.
I did not propose specific amendments
to this resolution in the Budget Com-
mittee, because I feel that the over-
riding interest of the people of Idaho
and the Nation must be to get the Presi-
dent’s economic package moving and
passed in its entirety as quickly as pos-
sible. However, I have proposed in the
committee report that a fair share of
Federal funds be distributed to each of
the States. This would not increase the
bottom line in the Federal budget, but
it would provide a more equitable dis-
tribution of funds.

I have recommended that no State
receive less that 90 percent of its per
capita share of Federal block-grant
funds for the areas of health, education,
and social services. I would urge the Sen-
ate, Mr. President, to adopt the 90 per-
cent capita share approach. This should
not only benefit my State of Idaho but
would also benefit some of the States in
the Midwest region that are having eco-
nomic difficulties.

In closing, Mr. President, I would like
to say to the Members of this body where
I think we should go and where I think
the majority of Americans want to go.
That is in a direct:on toward less Gov-
ernment, less spending, lower taxes, a lot
less inflation, more creativity in the pri-
vate sector and greater opportunities for
people to define their own lives and make
their own way free of Government re-
straints. The American people are a “‘can
do” people.

Our forefathers struggled against
great odds to bhuild on the continent a
monument to human freedom. We came
from many lands united by our belief
in God and our desire for freedom. We
now have the opportunity to relegate
the errors of the past to the past.

President Reagan is trying to make
fundamental changes in the direction of
our Nation and our economic policy. He
is the first President in over 40 years to
offer the American people a real change
in the direction of national policy.

A systemic change, if you will. The
spending reductions proposed in this
budget resolution, Senate Concurrent
Resolution 9 is just the first step—not
just the first step in improved budget-
ing, but I am convinced it is the first step
in the revitalization of this Nation's
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economy that will enable us to preserve
our Republic as a free society.

Thank you, Mr, President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Minnesota.

BUDGET CONTROL

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I
want to join in the remarks of my friend
from Idaho, who serves on the Budget
Committee with me, and make some re-
marks of my own.

This morning there have been a se-
ries of Senators talking about the budg-
et and President Reagan’s economic
plan. They mentioned the necessity for
getting it under way, and the accom-
plishments of the Budget Committee
during the past week in starting that
ball rolling. Indeed, I think those ac-
complishments were very meaningful.

Mr. President, I have served on the
Budget Committee since I entered the
Senate 2 years ago. Among my earliest
votes in March 1979, just 2 years ago,
was on the 1980 budget. That budget was
$532 billion. I looked at the budget and
when I compared it to the 1979 budget
I noted that it had grown only 7.6 per-
cent. So I wrote a concurring opinion
and voted for that budget of $532 billion.

Since that time, I have grown some-
what more accustomed to the Senate and
somewhat more experienced, and I real-
ized that I was not making a fair com-
parison. Normally the budget resolution
that we pass in the spring is only the first
in a series of upward revisions to the
budget numbers. Because the various
agencies of Government come back to
us and say that we did not give them
enough, we have a second budget resolu-
tion and then we have a second budget
resolution revised, or a third budget reso-
lution. That is what happened in 1979.

I find in looking back that I was com-
paring the first budget resolution of 1980
with the second budget resolution, re-
vised, of 1979. If I had compared the first
budget resolution of 1980 with the first
budget resolution of 1979, the increase
indeed would have been, as the Senator
from Idaho said, 16 percent.

Now, in 1981, only 2 years later, Presi-
dent Carter left us with another budget,
not at $532 billion, but at $739 billion,
And it is that budget that we are address-
ing in the Budget Committee and on the
Senate floor.

We are not really cutting the budget.
As the Senator from Idaho said, we are
slowing the rate of increase. President
Reagan has said that the rate of increase
of the budget should not be faster than
the rate of increase of the working peo-
ple’s salary in this Nation. I agree.

In the 2 years that I have served on the
Budget Committee, the budget indeed has
grown at a rate in excess of 16 percent,
compounded annually.

At the same time, President Carter, in
1980, asked working people of this coun-
try to restrict their wage increases to
about 8 percent a year.

By and large, wage increases did aver-
age in that area.

There is no way, Mr. President, that
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the Government of this country can
grow at a faster rate than the economy,
unless the Government takes more from
each taxpayer, or unless the Government
goes deeper into debt. That is, of course,
what has happened.

We take more and more from each
taxpayer, and taxpayers ride through
the magic of inflation into higher and
higher income tax brackets. It is a cycle
that must end if we are going to gain
control of our economy.

I believe the Senate Budget Commit-
tee acted with great responsibility
when it voted 20 to 0 to restrict the
growth of Government. Some of my
friends and colleagues on the Democratic
side of the aisle made long and moving
speeches about programs that have done
much good for this country. In spite of
the fact that they voted to continue cur-
rent spending on these programs in the
Budget Committee, nevertheless, when
the final vote on the budget came about,
20 members out of 20 on the Budget
Committee voted to restrain the growth
of the budget. They voted to cut $36.4
billion from the budget suggested by
President Carter prior to his leaving.

If we are to gain control of inflation,
Mr. President, there is no question that
we must gain control of the budget.

As the disfinguished Senator from
Idaho said, the borrowers of this Nation
are being squeezed out of the lending
market. They are being squeezed out of
the ability to borrow at decent rates, be-
cause the Government is coming in and
borrowing 40 percent of the available
funds in the banking system of the
United States.

The result has been that the Federal
Reserve has felt it necessary to expand
the money supply at too fast a rate, and.
as a result of that, we have a cheapening
of the currency, a debasement of the
currency. When money becomes cheaper
that is, of course, what we call inflation.

If one looks upon the economic growth
of this country or of any industrial
country in the world, without question
you will find that it was done in a non-
inflationary environment. A noninfla-
tionary environment existed before gov-
ernments tried to buy their way to pros-
perity. Unfortunately, governments now
have helped to encourage inflation by
these policies, and have helped cause the
inability of society to control inflation
when things got out of hand.

Mr. President, in the fifties and sixties
in this country, the average rate of in-
flation was just over 2 percent. Many
people forget how recently inflation at
2 percent was considered the norm in
this country. The great growth in this
country which brought so much egali-
tarianism to the people of the United
States, was predicated on a low rate of
inflation.

As recently as the early seventies in-
flation was still at a low rate, between
4 and 5 percent. Yet in the early seven-
ties an inflation rate of 4.3 percent was
considered so high, so unsatisfactory, so
objectionable, that wage and price con-
trols were imposed by the President of
the United States.

Certainly today that feeling would
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not abound. If we told the people of the
United States we were going to restore
a 4.3-percent inflation, they would just
be overjoyed. But, indeed, we have to
do better than that and we can.

The Budget Committee’s actions
earlier this week are the first step in
that direction. The Budget Committee’s
action to cut $36.4 billion is a step in the
direction of getting the Government out
of the borrowing line and stopping the
squeezing out of the working people
and the businesses of this country in
their ability to borrow money from the
banks.

The reconciliation process that the
Budget Committee adopted is the right
process. There were approximately 140
to 150 cuts in the budget suggested by
Mr. Stockman and his group at OMB
and the President.

If we vote on each one of those in-
dividually, unquestionably this body is
not going to succeed in making mean-
ingful budget reductions.

But through the reconciliation proc-
ess, where we package it all together,
through one vote and through instruc-
tions to various committees to tell them
to reduce their spending, I think we will
have achieved the desired goal.

So we are on our way. What we do to-
morrow, whether or not we carry through
the will of the American people as ex-
pressed in the 20-to-0 vote in the Budget
Committee, will have a great impact on
what happens to this Nation in the
future.

Without question, my constituents in
Minnesota tell me that they are for the
President’s program. They want it to be
fairly applied.

They do not want one segment to be
cut more than another segment, nor do
they want one segment to profit from the
budget cuts that we are bringing about.

I think my people and your people, Mr.
President, and the people from the State
of Illinois, whose Senator I see sitting
here, and the State of Mississippi, whose
Senator is sitting here, will also agree
with the idea that budget restraint fairly
applied is indeed in the interest of the
Nation.

Finally, I commend Senator DoMENICI
for his leadership in the Budget Com-
mittee, Mr. President. He encouraged
everyone on the committee to have their
say whether it be pro or con. He did not
shut off debate on the issues at any time,
which I think was important because the
issues in the budget are not only large
but very complicated. And yet, the reso-
lution was reported out and reported out
unanimously for the first time, I believe,
in the history of the Budget Committee
which is a good sign of what we have be-
fore us.

I congratulate him and I congratulate
the other members of the Budget Com-
mittee who worked 12 and 14 hours a day
to accomplish that end. I hope the full
Senate will act in the same spirit of co-
operation when we open the debate on
the floor tomorrow.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Mississippi.
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PRESIDENT REAGAN’S BUDGET
PROPOSALS

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to have this opportunity to speak
for a few minutes concerning President
Reagan’s budget proposals and the
reconciliation instructions.

We are scheduled to take up Senate
Concurrent Resolution 9 tomorrow. As
stated in the Budget Committee report,
this is the largest single reduction in
Federal spending in history. Over the
3-year period, the resolution calls for
total reductions of $125.8 billion in budg-
et authority and $87 billion in outlays.

The Budget Committee is to be com-
mended for its efforts and hard work in
reporting this unprecedented legislation.
Theirs is generally a thankless, but nec-
essary, task; few appreciate the Budget
Act, even fewer understand it. [ cer-
tainly do not claim to be an expert, but
with a little patience and study it is at
least partially decipherable.

This resolution marks the beginning
of our efforts to reverse the growth in
Federal spending. Over the last several
years Federal spending has been grow-
ing at an alarming rate. Despite our
efforts to halt this growth, in fiscal years
1980 and 1981, outlays have grown by
some $170 billion. In fiscal year 1981
alone, spending has jumped some $80
billion, or around 14 percent. Obviously,
something must be done to stop this.

The budget process was designed to
give Congress an overall approach to
restrain spending. It is a self-policing
method whereby, hopefully, we can con-
trol spending rather than having it con-
trol us.

Unfortunately, because of eroding eco-
nomic conditions—brought on in large
part by Government-included prob-
lems—the budget process has heretofore
not effectively restrained spending. We
have had to come back time and time
again to revise the budget levels and the
deficit for 1981. I hope that Senate Con-
current Resolution 9 marks the last such
revision.

Senate Concurrent Resolution 9 is
truly unprecedented. Never before has a
reconciliation package of such dimen-
sions come before the Congress. Never
before have instructions been proposed
to require authorizing committees to
make reductions in specific authoriza-
tions. There has been a great deal of
discussion about this procedure and some
serious criticism.

But I am afraid that unorecedented
actions must be taken, because we are
facing an unprecedented challenge.
Many people are asking whether we can
control Federal spending or whether the
Federal Government has so imbedded
itself in so many expensive programs
that it cannot be extricated.

I intend to support the budzet reso-
lution, although I am concerned about
some of the specifics, including the im-
plications of the instructions to the au-
thorizing committees. I am optimistic
that these concerns will be fully dis-
cussed, and that, possibly, solutions in
the form of suggested legislative changes
to the authority contained in the Budget
Act may be considered at a later time.




5148

1t is too late for that right nmow, Mr.
President. There may be some who would
like to suggest that, on this occasion,
the Committee on the Budget has really
gotten too big for its britches. I might
be one who would be standing here say-
ing that under ordinary circumstances,
but, really, at this point, it is my judg-
ment that an attack against the Budget
Act, an attack against the Budget Com-
mittee, would not be appropriate. We
need to stand behind the procedure that
has been developed by the Budget Com-
mittee and support the recommendations
that it is making

I thank the Chair very much.

THE RECONCILIATION RESOLUTION

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to appear with many of my col-
leagues today to emphasize the impor-
tance to our Nation of Senate Concurrent
Resolution 9, the reconciliation resolu-
tion. The Senate Budget Committee’s
prompt and successful attention to rec-
onciliation provides a strong indication
that the Congressional Budget Act will
work.

It has been a privilege for me to have
been involved in such an historic process
so early in my tenure in the U.S. Senate.

There is no question that this Con-
gress must act quickly to address the
problems which plague our Nation's
economy. Our goal must be to adopt a
program that will end the dual curses of
double-digit inflation and the lack of
growth in productivity in our economy.
If we fail to address these two conditions
immediately and effectively, there is little
hope that this Congress will be able to
deal effectively with other issues facing
our Nation.

Since the beginning of this session,
the Budget Committee has been hard at
work building the structure for the rec-
onciliation process. The committee has
heard from a multitude of economists of
differing economic persuasions. Despite
their differences in other areas, these
economists have been almost unanimous
in their view that a first and vital part
of the program for turning our Nation’s
economy around is a substantial reduc-
tion in the size and growth rate of Fed-
eral spending. The reconciliation resolu-
tion constitutes a major but not a final
step toward such a reduction.

Senate Concurrent Resolution 9 offers
the Congress the opportunity to break
quickly and effectively with its past
spending practices—practices which
have led us inevitably to the economic
crisis we now face.

The Budget Committee’s task was not
an easy one. The committee has had to
make many tough decisions in recom-
mending cuts in programs with worth-
while objectives. Our goals cannot be met
simply by eliminating fraud, waste, and
abuse from the Federal budget. In order
to decrease outlays by $36.4 billion next
year, many programs have had to share
the burden of reduced spending. It is
important to , however, that
while individual social programs have
been scaled down or eliminated, the
overall share of our Federal budget ear-
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marked for social services will not be
reduced by this resolution.

I am convinced that the economic
course which this resolution charts will
lead to a better economic future for all
Americans, a future in which the war
against inflation begins to win battles,
and in which a new wave of growth in
the productivity of the American econ-~
omy starts to build. It is appropriate and
vital, therefore, that Congress adopt this
resolution quickly and enthusiastically.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. In my capacity as Senator from
the State of Alaska, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is ordered.

THE BUDGETARY ASPECT OF THE
ECONOMIC RECOVERY PROGRAM

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am very
pleased to join my colleagues this week
to discuss the President’s economic pro-
gram, with particular emphasis on the
budget.

Tomorrow, the Senate will take up
the reconciliation resolution that will be
our first step toward realizing the budget
savings recommended by the President
earlier this month. The process of mak-
ing these savings—reconciliation—was
originally authorized by the Budget Re-
form Act of 1974. We have had the option
of using it in the past, but have not, until
last year. There has been a great deal
of discussion about this process and how
it affects the operations of Congress.

I look back now at the work we did in
the Governmental Affairs Committee in
1973 and 1974. I served then as ranking
minority member, and Ed Muskie and I
worked in tandem with our chairman,
Senator Sam Ervin in creating the
Budget Reform Act of 1974. We did not
envision at that time how valuable the
reconciliation process would become.

However, there is a very good reason
for Congress to turn to this reconcilia-
tion procedure again this year—namely,
the state of the economy.

In today’s papers, we are reminded
again of the precarious state of the U.S.
economy. After a lull in January, the
February Consumer Price Index shot up
to double-digit levels again. If we
thought that the 8.4-percent inflation
rate of January was a signal that we
were out of the woods, today’s economic
news serves to remind us that we have
not tamed the beast of inflation. It may
not be quite as bad as what we were ex-
periencing a year ago—when the winter
CPI hit 18 percent—but it is a far cry
from the low levels of inflation that this
country was used to in the 1950’s and
early 1960’s.

I can well remember, as an industrial-
ist during those years, that beginning in
the 1950’s, one of the lowest priced pho-
tographic products produced by the com-
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pany I was affiliated with as CEO was
about $50. Within a period of 1 decade of
inflation, in which the rate averaged 1.5
percent for the entire decade, and with a
3- to 4-percent increase in productivity
each year in that period of time, the
company, at the end of 10 years, was
able to market a product for $39.95. That
same camera had sold a decade before
for $50. Moreover, the newer, less expen-
sive camera was better than its pre-
decessor.

Those days, I hope, are not gone for-
ever, when we could live with a decade
of 1.5-percent inflation and rising pro-
ductivity.

We can look back to that era of Amer-
ican productivity, and we can today look
at the productivity in the agricultural
field and see how productive this Nation
really can be. The same procedure and
practice we follow in agriculture can be
be used in other areas of industry today.
But we should not lose sight of the fact
that we have a long way to go.

We can look back to our earlier ac-
complishments when we worked indus-
trial miracles. I believe that with the
proper incentive program for the fu-
ture, we can do the same, and economic
history can repeat itself.

We should not lose sight of the fact
that in those growth years of the 1950’s
and 1960’s, we were able to sustain great
yearly advances in the gross national
product with only 1- and 2-percent infla-
tion. In short, capital and consumer
spending in those years did not—I re-
peat, did not—fuel inflation.

Moreover, we had an unemployment
rate that is by today’s standards envi-
able, although it did not seem so to us at
the time. For the post-World War II
economy, an unemployment rate of 4
to 5 percent was the norm. In some years,
it actually dipped down to 3 percent. A
look back reveals that until the mid-
seventies, unemployment only cracked
the 6-percent barrier twice, in the re-
cession years of 1958 and 1961. Since
the midseventies, unemployment has
notched up another degree and the norm
seems to have become 7 percent, with the
old high, 6 percent, at the bottom range.

Mr. President, we are confronted here
with two seemingly intractable problems
that have developed in the past decade.
The state of the economy is not good
and it is for that reason that we are em-
barking on an economic recovery pro-
gram this year.

Past policies have not worked and we
must turn to medicine that is a bit
stronger. If we can put these policies in
place, there seems to be a good chance
that inflation will begin to slow and job
opportunities will expand. We know that
continuation of the old policies of more
and more spending will not give us a
long-term solution to the economic prob-
lems we face. It is because of this prom-
ise of an expanding economy that I sup-
port the budget reduction program that
will soon be before the Senate. It is for
these reasons that I joined as a principal
cosponsor of the reconciliation instruc-
tions resolution.

While the economy has been experi-
encing rapid inflation over the past dec-
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ade and as unemployment has risen,
what has been going on with Federal
finance?

It, too, has been showing ominous
trends, with spending increasing and
taxes climbing to ever higher levels.
When I first came to the Senate in 1967,
the Federal budget stood at $158 billion.
By 1970, just 3 years later, it had climbed
by almost $40 billion, to $196 billion.
During that period, the Federal budget
was in deficit, but it also realized the
one surplus budget of the past 20 years.
During this 3-year period, Government
spending increased by less than $15 bil-
lion annually, on the average.

Then, when we hit the 1970’s, the
budget began to grow like topsy. By 1975,
Federal spending had doubled, to $326
billion. In the past 6 years, the budget
has doubled again, to $662 billion orig-
inally estimated for fiscal year 1981, In-
stead of the $15 billion a year increases
in spending, we now talk about $80, $90,
and $100 billion a year increases.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table showing Federal out-
lays and revenues be prinfted at this
point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

FEDERAL BUDGET RECEIPTS AND OUTLAYS
[In millions of dollars]

Surplus or

Receipts Outlays  deficit (—)

193,743
lEg: 392

208, 649
232,225
264, 932
280, 997
300, 005

81,773
357, 762
401, 997

465,940
520, 050
607, 525

! Estimate,
Source: Economic Report of the President, January 1981,

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, as Federal
spending has been rising in real terms,
s0 has it also been increasing in terms of
gross national product. This is an alter-
nate way to express the role the Federal
Government plays in the economy and
may be the best way to show the im-
portance of slowing the spending jug-
gernaut.

During the 1950's and 1960’s, Federal
spending tended to stick to the range of
18 to 19 percent of GNP. Again during
the mid-1970's, we seem to have reached
a new plateau in the low 20-percent
range.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a chart from President Rea-
gan'’s economic recovery program be
printed in the REcorp at this point.

The chart points out the extent to
which the Federal Government has as-
sumed a larger and larger share of the
economy—ifrom 18.7 percent for the pe-
riod 1955-64 to a rate of 22.3 percent
during 1979 to 1981.

There being no objection, the chart
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was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

GROWTH IN FEDERAL SPENDING

1955-64 1976-81 1979-81

Annual rate of growth (percent):
National defense....
Nondefense.

L9 1.0

Am;p_nuﬂay share of GNP:
ational defs I?%

22.3

Nondefense................
T T

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, it is neces-
sary for us to begin to slow this pace of
spending. It is not enough to try to bal-
ance the budget if doing so is done at a
higher tax rate. That would be a counter-
productive balanced budget, for it would
choke off the economic incentives we
want to put back into the economy. Go-
ing hand in hand with our effort to
reach a balanced budget must be a com-~
mitted effort to reduce the percent of the
gross national product taken up by
Government.

I am pleased that the Reagan budget
proposals and the reconciliation instruc-
tions move us simultaneously in this
direction.

For the first time in many years, the
budget proposed to Congress by the
President—President Reagan's budg-
et submitted just 3 weeks ago—fore-
casts a rate of Federal spending under
the rate of inflation. Previous budgets
proposed to Congress have led the infla-
tion rate or at least always equalled it.
Now we have a budget that says it is
time for us to tighten our belts now for
improvement in the long run.

There is no better way to drive this
point home than to compare the Reagan
budget revisions with the Carter budget
submitted just before he left office. The
Carter 1982 budget would have sanc-
tioned increased spending at a 12-per-
cent clip, just about even with the in-
flation rate forecast for 1982. President
Reagan’s budget has come to grips with
this and cuts the rate of increase in
half—to 6 percent.

Mr. President, in concluding, I should
like to tell my colleagues that the need
for this program is very clearly evident
in my home State of Illinois. The rates
of inflation and unemployment that I
mentioned at the beginning of my re-
marks are national averages. Some
States have higher rates; others have
lower rates. Illinois is one of those States
that is experiencing both higher infia-
tion and higher unemployment. Chicago,
for example, experienced consumer price
inflation last year of 14 percent, com-
pared with a national average of about
1215 percent. In the jobless rate, it is
much the same: February unem-
ployment in Illinois had come down to
8.3 percent. For the same month, nation-
wide unemployment was still lower, at
7.3 percent.

So the economic problems are very
real at home, and the people of Illinois
want action to end this stagflation of
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high prices, high unemployment, and
sluggish growth.

This economic recovery program re-
sponds to that need. It is often said that
a rising tide raises all boats. So it is
with an improving economy. We will all
benefit from lower inflation and a
healthier economy. Perhaps those who
stand most to gain from this program
are the elderly—whose fixed incomes
make it difficult to cope with rising
prices—and the poor—who have neither
job opportunities nor the means to pay
higher prices. They are the real victims
of this sluggish economy, and it is time
we did more than conduct business as
usual that will simply perpetuate their
condition.

I commend my good friend and col-
league, the chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee. This is his first year
in this important position. Moving this
reconciliation process forward would be
a challenge for even the most seasoned
committee chairman. I have great con-
fidence in his abilities and congratulate
him on bringing this resolution to the
floor in such an expeditious manner.

I also commend the ranking minority
member, the former chairman of the
committee, Senator Horrings. He has
been totally bipartisan. I believe that all
members of the Budget Committee
proved their fiscal responsibility, their
dedication to a common cause, and their
dedication to making this program work,
by unanimously voting—minority and
majority members together—to report
this budget to the floor of the Senate.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

1'}']:10 bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC
PACEAGE

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I join
my colleagues today in support of the
economic package proposed by the Rea-
gan administration.

My support reflects the sentiment of
an overwhelming number of North Da-
kotans who have written or called to
express their support of administration
proposals. However, I would certainly
be less than candid if I suggested there
is no opposition. In fact, I occasionally
find myself with reservations about spe-
cific aspects of a few administration
recommendations.

Nevertheless, the job of Congress is
to fine-tune those programs so they pro-
vide the most efficient and economical
utilization of the funds we appropriate
for essential Government services.

There are those who suggest the ad-
ministration is rolling back social pro-
grams 20, 30, or 40 years. That is simply
not true.

No Member of this Congress would
deprive the needy of food, clothing, and
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shelter. No Member of this Congress or
this administration can or will ignore
those truly in need. In fact, administra-
tion proposals to reduce Federal spend-
ing, Federal regulation, and F‘ede_ra.l
taxes are designed to improve services
to that element of society most in need
by eliminating those who do not really
need Federal assistance, thus leaving
more help for those who do.

As the President has warned, it took
some 40 years to get our economy in its
present deplorable state, and it cannot
be reversed in a matter of weeks or
months. But I find the people are patient,
too, if there is a good reason to anticipate
improvements, and if they feel we are
moving at last in the right direction.

At a meeting of farm editors yester-
day, in this very building, editors from
all corners of the Nation confirmed what
most of us know—farmers are willing
to take their bumps along with all other
segments of society. The majority of
farmers are confident there will be an
improvement in ‘their economic condi-
tion in the long run. No one suffers more
from inflation than the producers of the
food and fiber we need so much for our
own consumers and to supply a hun-
gry world abroad. They have no qualms
about putting the good of the Nation
above temporary personal gain, but they
do not want to bear more of the burden
than other segments of our economy. We
must all share this attitude, and I am
convinced that Americans, generally, are
willing to sacrifice to get our country
back on the right track. They know it
will not be easy and it will require some
adjustments, but for the overall, long-
term good, they are willing to cooperate.

It has been so long since an adminis-
tration proposed anything but addition-
al expenditures that many of the big
spenders are in shock. These skeptics
have a greater fear of the unknown than
they do of what they know and can see
has devastated our economic system.

I am firmly convinced it is time we
try something else. Many of us think
it will work and that it deserves a fair
chance. We can help the administration
as it seeks that opportunity to put its
program to work.

The skeptics, frankly, can perhaps take
consolation in what Abraham Lincoln
said just over 100 years ago:

While the people retain their virtue and
vigilance, no administration, by any extreme
of wickedness or folly, can very serlously

injure the government In the short space
of four years.

Maybe even in the short space of 4
years we can turn this thing around and
get our Nation back on track again. That,
after all, is the goal of the Reagan eco-
nomic proposals.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
& quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Before
the clerk calls the roll, will the Senator
withhold?

Mr. ANDREWS. Yes, I withhold.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC
PROGRAM

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. President, President
Reagan’s economic program aims to
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bring to all Americans the opportunity
for prosperity through stable and sus-
tained economic growth.

The program consists of four broad,
interrelated parts: First, immediate, sub-
stantial, and continuing reductions in the
growth of Federal expenditures; second,
reductions in tax rates over the next 3
years; third, elimination of unnecessary
Federal regulation; and fourth, a steady
and predictable monetary policy.

In place of piecemeal, stop-and-go pol-
icymaking, the President’s reform meas-
ures offer a coordinated package for en-
couraging private sector economie initia-
tive. This initiative is the fundamental
source of economic motivation and
growth. A fostering of individual initia-
tive demands a coordinated reordering of
economic priorities. In order to overcome
the effects of inflation and Government
spending, we must have sound economic
policies. Policies that will stop rewarding
present consumption over investment for
the future; policies that will no longer
favor the nonproducer over the producer;
and policies that will stop emphasizing
redistribution over the creation of in-
come and wealth.

Mr. President, consider the conse-
quences of passing a part of the economic
program without the other parts as well.
Some have suggested that not reducing
personal income tax rates would lead to a
balanced budget more quickly. Such a
suggestion is mistaken because unless tax
rates are reduced according to a consist-
ent schedule, there will be little incentive
for additional investment in the private
sector. Low investment means fewer jobs
and more people dependent upon Federal
transfer programs. The President’s pro-
gram, however, aims at economic growth
which will provide jobs and remove the
need for Federal supports.

The economy has been seriously abused
in recent years and fundamental changes
in monetary fiscal and regulating policies
are necessary.

A slow, steady predictable monetary
policy set by the independent Federal
Reserve is indispensable to controlling
inflation. A proper monetary policy
focuses on the long run and tailors
money growth so that it is, in the words
of the Federal Reserve Reform Act of
19717, “commensurate with the economy's
longrun potential to increase produc-
tion.”

Money growth had accelerated above
the guideline in the decade before 1975
and it has accelerated even more from
1975 to 1980. In conjunction with this
extreme growth of the money supply, the
United States has experienced rising in-
flation, volatile interest rates, lower real
GNP growth, reduced productivity in-
creases, generally higher unemployment,
and growing use of resources to cope
with inflation rather than to improve
living standards.

Some would argue that we should wait
until inflation ends before reducing
money growth. Our experience shows
that if we do wait, inflation will not
subside. The President has proposed
meaningful, yet not drastic, deceleration
of money growth, a proper fiscal policy,
and regulatory reform. Taken together,
these measures will spur economic
growth and reduce inflation.
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In the area of fiscal policy, growth in
the size of Government as a proportion
of the economy must be reduced in terms
of both revenues and expenditures.

Fiscal policy in recent years has been
perverse. The tax burden on working
people and businesses has become op-
pressive. Inflation-induced “bracket-
creep” has reduced the real returns, on
an after tax basis, of saving and invest-
ment, personal effort and risk-taking.

For example, a married person, filing
a joint return with $16,000 taxable in-
come in 1967, and the same real, in-
flation-adjusted income in 1980—about
$36,000—was taxed at the margin by the
Federal Government at 28 percent in
1967 and 43 percent in 1980. Mr. Presi-
dent, the key factor is that these people
in 1980 are not able to continue living
at their 1967 level, for they are being
taxed at a much higher rate.

This increasing tax burden has trans-
ferred real resources to the Federal Gov-
ernment and away from the private sec-
tor. In addition, depreciation allowances
based upon historical rather than current
costs have understated expenses and
overstated profits, resulting in a rising
tax burden for everyone and a further
transfer of command over resources to
the Government. No one feels this more
than the farmer and the small business-
man.

The transfer of control over resources
has been aggravated by Federal activity
in the credit markets. Total Federal bor-
rowing—the sum of Federal borrowing
and federally-assisted off-budget borrow-
ing—rose from $24.4 billion in 1974 to
$124.4 billion in 1980. This represents a
compound annual growth rate of 31.2
percent.

Mr. President, the key point is that
while many loan guarantees have been
necessary and may continue to be neces-
sary, still they need to be examined for
their effects on the credit market else-
where. And they need to be examined
evenly and fairly if we are to get away
from politics as usual. Americans are
ready for a change. Let us be sure the
change is fair.

What is clear is that tax rates are too
high. By discouraging work effort, sav-
ing and investment and risk taking, these
expenditures impart a consumption-ori-
ented antisaving bias to the economy.
This bias is not in accord with faster
economic growth.

I am in full accord with the Republican
report of the Joint Economic Committee
on the 1981 Economic Report of the Pres-
ident. Across-the-board personal margi-
nal income tax reduction, as well as tax
cuts for business, will increase productiv-
ity and real growth substantially and will
not increase inflation.

Without a doubt, tax reductions will
stimulate growth. I realize, however, that
direct inflationary impacts cannot be pre-
cisely calculated.

On the demand side, personal income
tax rate cuts will stimulate spending and
could thereby add to inflationary pres-
sures. On the supply side, personal mar-
ginal tax rate cuts will impel additional
work effort and production, and thereby
operate to slow the rate of rise of prices.

The question is which of these ef-
fects dominates. It is our view that the
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supply effect does. In addition, we want
to stress that our fiscal policy program
calls for spending cuts—which may re-
duce demand somewhat. These incen-
tives, which are aimed at substantially
reducing the marginal tax rate on sav-
ings income, will help shift individual
activities toward saving and away from
consumption. Consequenfly, we can ex-
pect an extra large part of the personal
tax cut and the income it generates to be
used to increase saving and investment
as opposed to consumption.

I am aware that some detractors from
the President’s program are claiming
that across-the-board personal marginal
tax cuts are unfair; that they will cut
the taxes of the rich too much and the
taxes of the poor too little. In fact,
they will scale down all tax rates, and
the scale is the same for all individuals.

In this regard, it is important to recog-
nize that, since 1967, inflation-induced
bracket creep has greatly increased the
tax burden of middle- and upper-income
persons despite some legislated tax cuts.
It would be wrong from the standpoint
of equity, as well as counterproductive
from the standpoint of the economy, not
to correct past bracket creep by scaling
marginal tax rates down across the
board.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that pertinent data on tax rates be
printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the tax rates
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

TAX RATES ON SAME REAL TAXABLE INCOME, ! 1967 AND
1380

Marginal
percent
tax rates

1967 1980 1367 1980

Average
percent
tax rates

1980 equiva-
lent inflation
adjusted tax-
able income

192? taxable income:

0 140 0O
18 15.5 9.8

8,000 .. 2 24 17.3 153

$12,000.. 19.5
$16, 000. . 23.6
$20, 000 21.5
$24, 000. .2 3L.0
$28, 000. . 39 3 L
$32, 000 . 3
$36, 000

$40, 000

$44

2,25 15
8,80 19

1 For married persons filing joint return.

Note.—Across-the-board marginal tax rate cuts will tend to
restore the progressivity of the tax code which existed in 1967
before inflation distorted it.

(Mr. WALLOP assumed the chair.)

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. President, President
Reagan has proposed a wide range of
spending cuts to accompany the tax cuts.
It should be understood that a stagnating
economy allows few significant cuts in
Federal spending where that spending is
made up largely of entitlement programs.

‘When the economy stagnates, people
become unemployed and real standards
of living decline, causing individuals to
make claims on Government services.
When an individual is employed, he or
she is a source of Government revenue;
when the person is unemployed, he or
she becomes a consumer of Government
revenue, through such programs as un-
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employment compensation, trade adjust-
ment assistance, food stamps, ef cetera.
Thus, an increase in unemployment re-
duces Government revenue even as it
causes an increase in spending, It is esti-
mated that a 1 percentage point in-
crease in the national unemployment
rate “costs” the Federal Government $25
billion per year.

The converse also is true. An expand-
ing economy will provide jobs for the un-
employed and higher living standards for
many now in need. People will go off un-
employment rolls, off food stamps, off
welfare, and will become taxpayers ra-
ther than tax consumers. Thus, a reduc-
tion in tax rates will partially pay for it-
self by causing automatically a reduction
in Federal spending.

We are at a critical juncture in moving
the President’s proposals through Con-
gress. I would stress the importance of
the need for all of us to reexamine the
need for expenditure cuts. If all of us
bear some fair share of these reductions,
then they can be made. However, it is not
fair to reduce benefits for the farmer and
for rural America unless urban Ameri-
cans also have some of their benefits
scaled back. We all must make adjust-
ments and I completely support the ad-
ministration’s efforts to fairly apportion
those adjustments.

A word on the importance of curbing
Federal budget deficits: When the Fed-
eral Government spends more that it re-
ceives in tax revenues, the deficit in-
curred must be made up by borrowing
from the public. In other words, the U.S.
Treasury directly competes with the pri-
vate sector investor for available capital
funds.

If the Federal Reserve Board holds the
money supply constant, then the de-
mands of Government directly crowd out
investors and lead to a decline in eco-
nomic activity and unemployment. If the
Federal Reserve increases the supply of
money simply to accommodate the needs
of the Treasury—this is called monetiz-
ing the debt—then prices rise because
there has been no increase in productive
output. Inflation is “too much money
chasing too few goods,” and it is encour-
aged by Federal deficit spending.

Some argue that Government deficits
play no role in inflation. Rather, OPEC
and big oil companies and the American
farmer—just to mention a few—are
blamed for oil and food price shocks to
the economic system. This shock ex-
planation would have us believe that an
increase in the price of one good will in-
crease the level of all prices. If the supply
of money is constant then consumers
will shift their purchases from relatively
expensive, to relatively cheap items. If,
however, the money supply increases
simply to accommodate the shock, then
a general increase in the price level oc-
curs because no new increase in produc-
tion has occurred. A partial cure for in-
flation calls for an end to continuous
Federal deficits and thus a decrease in
the pressure on the Federal Reserve to
add to the money supply.

The President’s program for economic
recovery also includes regulatory re-
form. On- and off-budget Federal bor-
rowing has inexorably increased Federal

5151

Government domination over the
Nation’s resources. The same is true of
Federal off-budget or regulatory activity.
In just 15 years, the regulated sector of
the economy has increased from roughly
one-tenth to about one-fourth of GNP.

The regulatory mandates which have
driven this extraordinary growth of
regulatory activity impose both direct or
compliance, and indirect costs on the
economy. From the evidence available,
compliance costs are currently running
at more than $100 billion per year. The
indirect costs—while difficult to meas-
ure—include higher product prices and
reduced output and employment growth
because of the necessity of meeting regu-
latory initiatives. Whatever the magni-
tude of these costs, they represent a hid-
den cost of regulatory mandates; a
hidden cost whose effects include the
displacement of discretionary, private
spending.

There is little doubt that regulatory
mandates generate benefits. However, the
direct and indirect costs of securing these
benefits ought to be minimized. This is
nothing more than good economics and
commonsense. To achieve this result will
require that, in general, least-cost meth-
ods of achieving regulatory goals be
sought.

I will close my remarks with a few
summary words. Supply-side economics
holds that the supply of both labor and
capital to the marketplace is determined
by their real, aftertax returns. A rise in
tax rates induces workers to seek less
work and induces investors to seek not
necessarily productive tax shelters. As-
sured across-the-board tax rate reduc-
tions would reverse these effects by re-
storing tn2 work incentive of increased
real aftertax earnings and by restoring
the investment incentive which would
stimulate economic growth and job crea-
tion.

Expenditure cuts must be borne by all,
fairly and squarely. The administration
must be very sensitive to the needs of
that most productive sector in America,
the farming sector. In helping other
members nf society, we must not unfairly
burden the farmer whose productivity is
unparalleled and small business which
provides more jobs than any other sector
of the economy.

These supply-side inducements are
necessarily complemented by a stable
monetary policy. We cannot have a
strong eccnomy in the absence of a
strong doliar. And of course, we must
work to reduce unnecessary regulatory
costs.

Mr. President, we are a turning point
in our Nation’s economic history. We can
choose the muddle of policies of the pre-
vious administration; economic policies
that have locked Americans into public
welfare programs and sapped American
industrial efficiency or we can choose the
President’s program for economic recov-
ery.

Mr. President, I stress that this im-
provement will not happen overnight. It
took years to get into our present cir-
cumstances and it will take years of
steadv, sound economic initiative to get
beyond them. I support the President’s
program because I believe it charts the
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course to a better future for all Amer-
icans.

Mr. President, as I spoke today, I do
so with the support of most of my con-
stituency. In fact the South Dakota State
Legislature has passed House Concur-
rent Resolution No. 1029 which calls on
the Congress to support the President's
economic passage. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

House CONCURRENT REsoLUTION No. 1028

A concurrent resolution, Memorializing
Congress to support the economic programs
presented by the President on February 18,
1081.

Whereas, the continued policy of deficit
spending has had a devastating effect upon
the economy which has resulted in a serious
constriction of projected revenues in South
Dakota; and

Whereas, we recognize that there should
be a complete change in direction and philo-
sophy of federal spending, taxation and reg-
ulation; and

Whereas, although President Reagan's
economic package will include cuts that
directly affect the state of South Dakota and
its ctilzens, we agree that the long range
effects of the President's economic package
will have lasting benefits far greater than
any short-term galns from continuing the
expansion of federal spending, taxation and
regulation:

Now, therefore, be it resolved, by the
House of Representatives of the Fifty-sixth
Legislature of the state of South Dakota, the
Senate concurring therein, that we support
the economic program as presented to Con-
gress on February 18, 1981 and urge the
Ninety-seventh Congress to support the
President’s program through proper legisla-
tive process; and

Be it further resolved, that the Chief Clerk
of the House of Representatives be instruct-
ed to forward this resolution of support to
the President of the United States and to
the members of the South Dakota Congres-
sional Delegation.

Mr. ABDNOR. In closing, Mr. Presi-
dent, I certainly wish to commend the
Budget Committee which has done such
an outstanding job and put in such long
hours. Certainly they deserve a great
thank you.

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to address the Sen-
ate for not more than 15 minutes on the
subject of the commemoration of the
347th anniversary of the founding of the
State of Maryland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MATHIAS. I ask further unani-
mous consent, Mr. President, that since
we are, today, particularly, honoring the
memory of a great American, John Han-
son, who was an American of Swedish
ancestry, during my remarks, the Am-
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bassador of Sweden, Count Wilhelm
Wachtmeister, may be invited to enter
the fioor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

A TRIBUTE TO JOHN HANSON:
MARYLAND DAY 1081

Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. President, it has
been my custom each year to observe
Maryland Day, the anniversary of the
founding of the great Free State of
Maryland, by calling attention to an
event or person prominent in Maryland
history. In reflecting on this custom
while preparing for today's 347th an-
niversary, it occurred to me that even if
I were fortunate enough to outlive my
allotted three score years and ten, there
still would be far too few Maryland Days
for me to pay adequate tribute to Mary-
land’s illustrious past and the inspiring
men and women on Maryland's lengthy
roll of honor. If this be a problem, how-
ever, it is the type of problem I enthusi-
astically welcome—a surfeit of heroes,
leaders, patriots, men and women of
distinction.

Who, then, among the honored sons
and daughters of the Free State was to
be my subject for today? The choice
was clear—John Hanson—for in this
year of 1981, we will commemorate the
bicentennial of his election as the first
President of the United States in Con-
gress Assembled.

John Hanson was the grandson of
one of our Nation's original Swedish
colonists, also named John Hanson,
who, with his three brothers, sailed as
wards of the Crown of Sweden in the
care of Johan Printz to New Sweden on
the Delaware, landing in New Gothen-
borg in February 1643. Later, the fam-
ily moved inland and finally settled in
Charles County, where John Hanson
was born in 1715. History tells us that
he was *‘tall, dignified and reserved—a
man of principle,” that he had “wealth
and high social standing,” that he was
thoroughly educated.

As a representative of Charles
County in the provincial Lower House
of Assembly, Hanson “soon ranked with
the Chases, the Tilghmans, and the
Carrolls in the distinguished regard of
his fellow citizens,” according to one
biographer. That is impressive com-
pany, indeed. In fact, today we would
say that he was one of the heavy-
weights of the Assembly. In 1773, Han-
son moved to Frederick County, a sec-
tion favored by emigrants from Ger-
many, Switzerland, and Great Britain.
Accounts of this period of Hanson’s life
contain some of those truly delightful
passages which one comes upon when
perusing history. For instance, here is
one from a booklet on John Hanson
written by Douglas Thomas, of Balti-
more, and published in the 1890’s:

Being a hardy, independent race, they (the
Frederick Countians) were naturally impa-
tlent under the oppressive legislation of the
British Government, and though peaceable
in nature, and slow to violence, were tena-
cious of their rights and determined to assert
them at all hazards.
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As a native of Frederick County, I
like that description—peaceable in na-
ture but tenacious of their rights.

All that, of course, was approximately
200 years ago. And 200 years is obvious-
ly a long, long time. In fact, although I
delight in events such as our Nation's
Bicentennial and post-Bicentennial ob-
servances, I will admit, reluctantly, that
my basic image of John Hanson is some-
what colored by what I see when I pass
the bronze statue of him in the corridor
outside this Chamber. As you view the
statue of John Hanson, he looks some-
what old-fashioned; his tricorn hat and
his buckled shoes seem quaint. But the
issues and problems he faced were not
dissimilar to the issues and problems of
today. For today's discussion, therefore,
let us bring John into the 20th century.
Let us fit him with new shoes—loafers,
perhaps—and let us look at some of those
issues and problems.

In 1769, Hanson was one of the strong-
est advocates of a nonimportation sys-
tem inaugurated by the colonists as a
result of grievances against Britain. In
this year of 1981, do we not have our
trade embargo against the Soviet Union
as a result of grievances?

In 1774, Hanson was chairman of a
committee which sent 200 pounds sterling
to Boston for the relief of the poor of
that city after normal commerce had
been interrupted as a result of the pas-
sage of the Boston Port bill. Aid to cities;
aid to the poor; we see articles about
them practically every day on the front
page of the Baltimore Sun.

The year 1775 found Hanson active
in efforts to obtain guns and ammuni-
tion. If John Hanson were here today, I
am sure we could swap tales about our
efforts to provide for the common de-
fense as if the centuries between us had
never occurred.

Also in 1775, in addition to trying to
obtain guns and ammunition, John Han-
son worked as a member of a committee
formed to establish a gunlock factory
in Frederick. An economic development
project, obviously.

I shall not belabor this train of
thought. The point I am leading to is
this: That John Hanson, confronted
with problems common to his day and
ours, handled these problems in a man-
ner uncommon to his day and ours. Such
is the stuff of leadership. Events pass;
people pass. Leadership endures. As we
look more closely at the life of this man
whose problems were so like ours, this
point is worth remembering.

Hanson began his public career in the
1750’s in the Maryland Assembly, where
he first represented Charles County and,
later, Frederick County.

In 1769, Hanson was one of the first to
sign the nonimportation agreement
which I mentioned previously. Then, in
October, there came an occasion on
which he was called upon to put up or
shut up, as we would say. Several pack-
ages of goods had been landed in Charles
County in violation of the terms set by
the nonimportation society. Under Han-
son’s leadership, the county's advocates
of the nonimportation policy forced the
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owners to send the goods back to Eng-
land—and, most importantly, Hanson
and his colleagues acted openly and
fearlessly.

Several years later, in 1773, Hanson
moved to Frederick County where, ac-
cording to the Thomas biography, “his
honesty inspired universal respect and
confidence, and his singularly vigorous
and well-balanced mind made him a
leader among men."”

The Boston Port bill was passed the
following year. This was designed to cut
off all commercial dealings with Boston,
and immediately Marylanders took sides
with Massachusetts. A meeting of the cit-
izens of Frederick, with Hanson presid-
ing, was held at the courthouse on June
20. Hanson; his son, Alexander Contee
Hanson; and another gentleman, Philip
Thomas, were appointed as delegates to
the “General Congress at Annapolis.”
They were also selected as members of
the “Committee of Observation to receive
and answer all letters, and in any emer-
gency to call & general meeting.”

When the Committee of Observation
was actually organized, Hanson was
made chairman, and he served in this
capacity until the State government was
established and the committee abolished.
It was during Hanson's service as chair-
man that the funds for the poor were
sent to Boston—an action acknowledged
appreciatively by Samuel Adams of that
city.

When the “General Congress,” or Con-
vention of Maryland, assembled in An-
napolis on June 22, 1774, John Hanson
was present as a delegate from Frederick
County. Later in the year, when Fred-
erick Countians met to appoint new
committees, Hanson was chosen a mem-
ber of the “Committee to represent the
County to carry into Execution the As-
sociation agreed on by the American
Continental Congress,” and was also
made a member of the “Committee of
Correspondence for the County.” The list
of the important positions to which Han-
son was selected continues, almost too
lengthy for repetition. In fact, he seems
to have faced the same type of prolifera-
tion of committee assignments that we in
the Senate have experienced, too.

As the threat of conflict increased, the
citizens of Frederick County responded.
Gunpowder, arms, ammunition, and
other military provisions were assem-
bled. Persons capable of bearing arms
were enrolled for duty. Among the lead-
ers in these actions, once again, was
John Hanson. Then came June 17,
1775—Bunker Hill.

The echoes of the shots fired at Bunker
Hill had scarcely died when, at a meet-
gng of the Committee on Correspondence
in the Frederick Courthouse, Hanson
read a letter he had received from the
Maryland Delegates in Congress. In the
letter, the county was called on to supply
two companies of expert riflemen to join
the army in Boston. In less than a
month, the two companies marched from
Frederick; 22 days and 550 miles later,
they became the first troops from the
South to join Washington.

The Convention of Maryland assem-
bled on July 26, 1775. With John Han-
son an active participant—a boldly and
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fearlessly active participant, according
to one account—the Convention issued
its Declaration of Independence, known
as the “Association of the Freedom of
Maryland.” Force would be repelled by
force. The “present opposition” would
be supported. Among the signers was
Hanson.

Under the powers of the “Association
of the Freemen of Maryland,” all of the
power of government was vested in the
Provincial Convention, composed of five
delegates from each county. The con-
vention, in turn, elected a Committee of
Safety. This committee was assigned
executive power, and, in addition, juris-
diction over military matters.

Again came a series of committee posi-
tions for Hanson—Committee on Obser-
vation, Provincial Committee for Licens-
ing Suits, Committee for the Building
of a Military Jail, or Barracks, in Fred-
erick Town, and others. During Han-
son’s chairmanship of the Committee on
Observation, the conspiracy of the Brit-
ish and Indians in Canada against the
western frontiers of Maryland, Virginia,
and Pennsylvania was discovered and
thwarted.

We come now to 1776. Responding to
a call from the Members of Congress for
an expression of sentiment on independ-
ence, the citizens of Frederick County,
with Hanson in a typical leadership role,
unanimously resolved the following:

Resolved, That what may be recommended
by a majority of the Congress, equally dele-
gated by the people of the United States, we
will, at the hazard of our llves and fortunes,
support and maintain , , .

The Frederick resolution was, to a
large extent, the basis of the resolution
adopted by the Convention of Maryland
on June 28, and on July 4, 1776, the
Maryland Delegates in Congress voted
with the other colonies for independence.

Later in the year, Hanson was ap-
pointed to a commission to reorganize
the military commands in Maryland.
And as the year drew to an end, the Con-
vention of Maryland adopted the Dec-
laration of Rights and Constitution of
Maryland. Under the new constitution,
Maryland set up a new government in-
cluding a legislature with a senate and
house of delegates. Subsequently Han-
son was elected to the Continental Con-
gress by the Maryland Assembly. His
role in Congress was critical to the fu-
ture of our new Nation. By February of
1797, all of the States except one had
signed the Articles of Confederation. The
sole holdout was Maryland. According to
Prof. William F. Swindler, professor
of law, emeritus, at the College of Wil-
liam and Mary, “Maryland’s opposition
went to the most fundamental of the is-
sues hampering the birth of the Nation—
the Western lands.” Maryland, with
Hanson among the leaders in the fight,
held firm to the policy that the lands
beyond the natural geozraphic bounda-
ries of the States should be ceded to the
United States for the benefit of all. Vir-
ginia and other “landed” States dis-
agreed, pressing their claims to the land.
Again I quote Professor Swindler:

When Virginia finally gave in to Mary-
land’'s insistence, early in 1781, the last ob-
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stacle to ratification of the Articles of Con-
federation was removed. By February the
unanimous adoption of the new frame of
government was certified, and one month
later the new government formally came into
being. There were no stirring speeches, or
anything to mark the event at the time. The
Congress continued as it had before, al-
though the community celebration outside
the legislative halls made up for the prosalc
course of business within. John Paul Jones’
warship, the Ariel, fired off salutes in the
harbor, and these were answered by fireworks
from the city. The evening was filled with
receptions, dinners, and “collations” in cele-
bration.

It had taken three years of effort to
achieve the adoption of the Articles of Con-
federation. They would last for eight more.

That was in March. In November—on
November 5, to be exact—Hanson was
elected President. He served for a year,
until sickness prevented him from dis-
charging his duties, and in 1783, he died
while visiting a nephew in Oxon Hill,
Prince Georges County.

The compatriots of John Hanson hon-
ored him by electing him our first Pres-
ident under our first Constitution. His
election under the Articles of Confed-
eration predated the election of George
Washington by 8 years. If George Wash-
ington is the father of our country, then
John Hanson is the grandfather.

Today we honor him with speeches and
a wreath. ;

In the days to come there will be new
remembrances and greaier honors, for
John Hanson belongs neither to our Na-
tion's early days alone nor to the con-
temporary context within which we con-
sidered him here; he belongs to that se-
lect domain of great leaders which is
timeless and ageless.

Hanson left us a priceless and diverse
legacy—patriotism, service, dedication to
dutv. More than these, though, he left
us an imperishable example of personal
integrity. When he and his associates
siened the nonimportation agreement,
they bound themselves to their decision
“by the sacred ties of honor and repu-
tation » ¢ *”

By honoring John Hanson today, we
are reaffirming to ourselves and our fel-
low countrymen that the concepts of
honor and reputation, battered though
they may be at times, persevere today
as part of the heritage we are dutybound
to cherish, to use wisely, and to pass
along to future generations.

I offer a bill to provide for the issuance,
by the U.S. Postal Service, of a stamp
in honor of John Hanson. I have written
to the Postmaster General and to the
Citizens’ Stamp Advisory Committee
about this matter, and I ask unanimous
consent that my letters be included in
the ConcrEssIONAL REcorp at the end of
my remarks since they include additional
material about John Hanson—especially
about his service as President of the
United States in Congress Assembled—
which, in the interest of time, I have
omitted from this statement.

A bronze medal in honor of Hanson is
already being readied for issuance this
year, and a Hanson commemorative
stamp would be an appropriate comple-
ment to the medal. The medal will be
issued by the U.S. Capitol Historical So-
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ciety, operating under the authority of
the Congress. It will be the fourth in a
series of medals which are being brought
out on an annual basis so that the issu-
ance of the last, in 1989, will coincide
with the 200th anniversary of the year
in which the Constitution became effec-
tive. The first three medals in the series
commemorated George Washington and
the Battle of Yorktown, John Paul Jones
and his ship, the Bonhomme Richard,
and James Madison, our Nation’s fourth
President who is widely known as the
Father of the Constitution. The sculptor
of the Hanson medal is Miko Kaufiman,
and it is being produced by a firm in
Connecticut. No date of issuance has
been set, but the medal will eventually
be distributed to collectors of the series
and to other interested parties through
the Capitol Historical Society.

In conclusion, I want to mention in a
particular way two of the various sources
I used in preparing these remarks—
“John Hanson, President of the United
States in Congress Assembled, 1781-
1782," by Douglas H. Thomas, of Balti-
more, and “John Hanson, First President
of the United States Under the Articles
of Confederation,” by Dr. Amandus
Johnson. In general, I relied on their
accounts of Hanson's activities. If there
are historians who disagree with their
presentations and interpretations, I
would like to explain again that my pur-
pose in these remarks, as I have stated,
has not been to scrutinize and debate
over the events in which Hanson partici-
pated but rather to focus on the common
thread of his leadership which can be
seen in them all and which binds them
together into the story of the life of a
great patriot. The biography by Douglas
Thomas published and distributed in the
1890’s, was instrumental in having Han-
son selected as one of the two Maryland-
ers to be honored in accordance with an
act of Congress, in 1864, authorizing
each State to place two statues of hon-
ored sons or daughters in the Capitol
(the other is Charles Carroll of Carroll-
ton, one of the three Maryland signers of
the Declaration of Independence). A
copy of the booklet is in the Rare Books
and Special Collections Division of the
Library of Congress. The other biogra-
phy, by Dr. Amandus Johnson, the out-
standing Swedish-American historian,
lecturer and author of books and articles
on the history of Swedes in America,
contains a great deal of information
about Hanson’s ancestry and about the
controversy over whether he was truly
“president.”

Dr. Johnson founded the Swedish
Colonial Society in 1908 and was instru-
mental in the establishment of the
American Swedish Historical Founda-
tion and Museum in Philadelphia. Let
me add a couple of reminders at this
point. It was the Swedish Colonial So-
clety which donated the Lronze bust of
John Hanson which surmounts the
seven-sided monolith of black Swedish
granite at Gloria Dei (Old Swedes)
Church in Philadelphia; the monolith
itself was the gift of the Vasa Order of
America in Sweden. There is also a
permanent monument to Hanson at his
birthplace in Mulberry Grove, Calvert
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County, and this was erected by the Vasa
Order of America.

Back to Dr. Johnson’s booklet: As 1
was saying, the publication by Dr. John-
son as well as the booklet by Douglas
Thomas are interesting publications
about an interesting man, and I ac-
knowledge the assistance they were to
me in the preparation of these remarks.

At this point, Mr. President, I ask to
have printed in the Recorp letters on
this topic, beginning with the most
recent.

I send to the desk on behalf of myself
and my distinguished colleague from
Maryland (Mr. SarsanNes) the bill to
provide for the issuance of a postage
stamp to commemorate the 200th anni-
versary of the election of John Hanson
of Maryland as the first President of
the United States in Congress assem-
bled. I ask for its appropriate reference
and I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

8. 797

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, that the
Postmaster General shall issue a commem-
orative postage stamp to honor the 200th
anniversary of the electlon of John Hanson
of Maryland as first President of the United
States In Congress Assembled.

Sec. 2. The commemorative postage stamp
issued under this Act shall be issued in the
denomination used for first-class mail up to
one ounce in weight and shall bear such de-
signs as the Postmaster General shall
determine.

Sec. 3. The commemorative postage stamp
{ssued under this Act shall first be placed
on sale on November 5, 1981, the 200th anni-
versary of John Hanson's election as Presi-
dent of the United States In Congress As-
sembled, and shall be sold for such period
thereafter as the Postmaster General shall
determine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the bill will be received and
appropriately referred.

Is the Senator requesting that the
other information he spoke of be printed
in the REcorp?

Mr. MATHIAS. I further ask unani-
mous consent that the letters accom-
panying my statement be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

MarcH 4, 1981.
Hon. WiLLiAM F. BOLGER,
Postmaster General,
U.S. Postal Service,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. POSTMASTER GENERAL: Today I
am sending this letter to you and to the
Citizens' Stamp Advisory Committee. On No-
vember 30, 1781, George Washington wrote
to John Hanson: “, .. I congratulate you on
your appointment to fill the most important
seat in the United States.”

What Washington saw fit to recognize in
the full awareness of contemporary history,
our modern United States Postal Service,
two centuries removed from its own and our
Nation's beginnings, has thus far neglected.
It is not too late to remedy the omission.
Memories fade; enthusiasms wane; history
dims, The facts of history, however, endure
and it is our duty today to dispel the haze

March 25, 1981

of time and illuminate those aspects of our
Nation's history which are our heritage and
our inspiration.

What better way to honor the service of
John Hanson—the first President under the
Constitution—than to call his service to the
attention of the Nation through the issuance
of a commemorative stamp in this bicenten-
nlal year of his election as President of the
United States In Congress Assembled?

The time is eminently appropriate. We
hear today of new beginnings. How fitting it
would be to turn again in a special way to
our first new beginnings. We hear much
today of the need for qualifled men and
women of honor to seek public service de-
spite our troubled times. John Hanson re-
mains a continuing exemplar, The spirit
which renewed our Natlon as we prepared
for and observed its bicentennial lingers.
If stamps in honor of Sybll Ludington,
Youthful Heroine; Salem Poor, Gallant
Soldier; Haym Solomon, Financial Hero; and
Peter Francisco, Fighter Extraordinary,
helped bring us closer to the cessation of
our ties with England, a stamp In honor of
Hanson would surely take us back in thought
and spirit to our subsequent fledgling days
as & soverelgn nation,

In addition to the stamps I have just men-
tioned, I have seen stamps in honor of Dolley
Madison, Adolph S. Ochs, Sidney Lanier,
Henry David Thoreau, Walt Disney, W. C.
Handy, John Steinbeck, W. C. Flelds, and
Jimmy Rodgers, Singing Brakeman. I do not
question their worthiness. I have also seen
stamps in commemoration of Everett Dirksen,
who was my friend and colleague, and Frances
Perkins. Again I do not question their worthi-
ness. I thoroughly understand why each is
on the list of honorees. What I do not un-
derstand when I review these individuals is
why John Hanson has not yet been added
to their number.

My interest in a Hanson commemorative
stamp is not new. As your files will show, I
have written to you at length on this im-
portant matter. Coples of my previous cor-
respondence are enclosed for your informa-
tion. I will not repeat the arguments con-
tained therein, but I urge you to reread my
previous letters. I will, however, emphasize
these points: (1) that when John Hanson
was elected In Independence Hall two cen-
turies ago, he became the first President
elected under and according to our first Con-
stitution and the head of Soverelgnty of the
United States, and (2) that Iin this anniver-
sary year, the significance of Hanson's elec-
tion and service should be given appropriate
recognition through the issuance of a com-
memorative stamp.

Recently I saw & falrly new stamp in honor
of Philip Mazzel, “Patriot Remembered.” I
am sure that you and the Citizens' Stamp
Advisory Committee will not relegate John
Hanson to the ignominious category of
“Patriot Forgotten.”

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
CHARLES McC. MaTHIAS, Jr.,
U.S. Senator.
OcropEr 9, 1980,
THE CITIZENS' STAMP ADVISORY COMMITTEE,
U.S. Postal Service,
Washington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN: The 200th anniversary of the
Declaration of Independence was the high-
light of the Bicentennial Era, and its celebra~
tion stimulated considerable public interest
in the signers of that document and the
events of the period. In 1989, another na-
tional celebration will mark the 200th anni-
versary of the adoption of the Constitution
of the United States.

It is fitting that we also commemorate and
focus the public's attention on the events of
the fateful years between—events that trans-
formed 13 independent colonies into one
united natlon—and on the leaders who kept
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government strong at a time when its break-
down would hsvegmade the revolution fail.
The adoption of the Articles of Confederation
and electlion of John Hanson as President
was an event of momentus significance, for
it marked the first time the American colo-
nies were united under a written constitu-
tion with a head of state. We were for the
first time truly free and independent, and
so considered by the governments of Europe.
For the first time we were a nation.

When representatives of the colonies met for
the first Continenial Congrsss in 1774, they
sought conciliation with the King, and had
no intention to seek independence or to form
a permanent union with one another. As hope
for harmony with the King faded, the colo-
nies began to separately declare themselves
to be “free and independent states,” and they
so remained until adoption of the Articles of
Confederation in 1781, when the structure of
the new republic had been completed and its
first constitution went into effect.

In my previous letters of April 14 and May
7, I have touched briefly on some of John
Hanson's achievements, which were of mo-
mentous importance in uniting the states as
one American nation. In the later years of
the Revolutlonary War, when victory
seemed within grasp the 13 colonies began
laying vast clalms to lands outside their im-
mediate boundaries. These clalms led to
heated territorial disputes among the states
that threatened to dissolve into armed con-
flicts. Wars among the independent states at
that time would no doubt have greatly
altered the structure of our government, and
indeed may have altogether prevented the
founding of the United States. By insisting
that all states renounce thelr clalms to addi-
tional territories, John Hanson, as leader of
the Maryland delegation and respected

statesman of the Continental Congress, per-
formed a unigue and great service by bring-
ing about harmony among the states that
made possible their agreement to unite as

one nation.

The colonies did finally agree, after much
discussion, on one constitution by which all
would be governed, and in 1781 the Articles
of Confederation were adopted. John Hanson
was elected Presildent and was the first to
serve as chief of state, rather than as a tem-
porary presiding officer of the Congress.

He was recognized as the highest officlal
of the land, and It was to him that foreign
dignitaries paid their respects when travel-
ling in the new world. During his term of
office, for the first time a natlonal govern-
ment structure was formed. A Department
of Forelgn Affairs was established, a national
Judiclary was created, a Secretary of Marine
(Navy) was appointed, the offices of Secre-
try at War and Superintendent of Finance
(Secretary of the Treasury) were instituted,
and a natlonal system of taxation was pro-
posed. The Consular Service was originated,
the Bank of North America was founded, the
national post office was organized, and a spe-
cial Beal of the United States was adopted.
In other words, a functioning natlonal gov-
ernment became a reality.

Some years later, in the effort to form “a
more perfect union,” a new Constitution of
the United States was written and adopted
in 1789. That Constitution has survived to
this day. It retained many of the provisions
of the Articles of Confederation, its predeces-
sor. The first to be elected by his colleagues
to serve as President under the new con-
stitution was, of course, Gen. George Wash-
ington. His was a unigue and important
horor, to be sure, but it is Important also
that we honor the men who filled the highest
office under the original constitution, and
whose leadership and dedication preserved
and advanced the princliples which endure to
this day.

I hope that we can properly focus atten-
tion on this Important historic event by is-
sulng a stamp to commemorate the bicen-
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tennial of John Hanson's presidency under
the Articles of Confederation. The Hanson
home in Frederick has been named to the
national register of historic places, and his
statue stands in Statuary Hall in our na-
tion's Capiltol. In these bicentennial years,
it is fitting also that a stamp be issued to
commemorate this great patriot and his serv-
ice in helping to found this nation.

I respectfully urge your favorable consid-
eration of the propcsal which is pending
before you.

Sincerely,
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, Jr.

May 7, 1980.
Hon. WmLiaM F. BOLGER,
Postmaster General,
U.S. Postal Service,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. POSTMASTER GENERAL: I appreci-
ated very much your prompt response to my
letter urging lssue of a stamp to commemo-
rate the 200th anniversary of John Hanson's
presidency.

We are now in the perlod between the bi-
centennial of the Declaration of Independ-
ence In 1976 and the blcentennial of the
adoption of the Constitution in 1989. During
this period 200 years ago the statesmanship
of men like John Hanson was crucial to re-
solving the differences among the separate
states and leading them to become “United
SBtates” under the Constitution.

Yet those men who helped forge that union
have remained largely unsung heroes. By rec-
ognizing the men and events of these interim
Yyears, we can help to remind the public of
the relationship between the two bicenten-
nial celebrations.

I remain hopeful that the Citizens' Stamp
Advisory Committee will find it possible to
help honor this great Swedish-American pa-
triot who was our nation’s first head of state.

Sincerely,
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, Jr.

AFRIL 14, 1980.
Hon. WrLLiAM F. BOLGER,
Postmaster General,
U.S. Postal Service,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. POSTMASTER GENERAL: Because of
my longstanding interest in our American
heritage and my interest in John Hanson,
I very much hope that a stamp can be issued
to commemorate the 200th anniversary of
Hanson's presidency and to honor his vital
contributions to our nation.

As you may know, John Hanson, of Freder-
ick, Maryland, led the Maryland delegation
to the Continental Congress. He was held in
great esteem by the members of that historic
body and was elected the first president of
the states assembled under the Articles of
Confederation. That formative period be-
tween the Revolutionary War and the adop-
tion of the Constitutlon was a volatile one.
Had 1t not been for the strong and wise
leadership of John Hanson, disputes that
arose among the states might well have dis-
solved into conflicts that would have pre-
vented the union of the states under the
Constitution of the United States.

Every school child knows that the first
President elected under the Constitution
was George Washington, but the importance
of John Hanson's leadership as the first
President under the Articles of Confederation
has been much less well known and is de-
serving of our recognition.

Mr. Erlk Tornqvist, Governor of the
Swedish Colonlal Soclety, has provided the
Citizen's Stamp Advisory Committee more
detailed information about the crucial role
of John Hanson in unifying our new nation.
I heartlly endorse the proposal for a stamp
in his honor, and urge your favorable con-
sideration.

Sincerely,
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, Jr.
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Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I am happy to yield
to my distinguished colleague.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join the senior Senator from
Maryland, my distinguished colleague
(Mr. MaTHuias), in introduetion of this
bill. I am pleased also to join him in com-
memorating Maryland Day and recog-
nizing the enormously significant contri-
butions made to our State and Nation by
John Hanson, one of our outstanding
Revolutionary War leaders and the Na-
tion’s first President of Congress under
the Articles of Confederation.

Born at Mulberry Grove, near Port
Tobacco, of Swedish descent, in April of
1715, John Hanson lived in Charles
County until 1777 and represented his
county during this period in the as-
sembly for several sessions.

In 1773, he moved to Frederick County,
where he was to make his home for the
rest of his life.

Frederick County is the home county
of our distinguished senior Senator, Sen-
ator MaTHIAS, S0, in a sense, there is a
clear line of descent in terms of public
officials of that great county from John
Hanson down to Senator MATHIAS,

While living in Charles County, John
Hanson assumed the leadership of the
opposition to the Stamp Act. He strongly
advocated the nonimportation agree-
ment in 1769. After he moved to Fred-
erick County in 1773, he led the move-
ment in that part of our State for testing
the closing of the Port of Boston.

Shortly thereafter, he was appointed a
delegate to the Convention of Maryland
as well as a member of the Committee of
Observation.

In 1777, Congress submitted the Ar-
ticles of Confederation to the legislatures
of each State for ratification. Within a
year and a half, all the States had rati-
fied the articles except Maryland, which
refused to do so until those States which
claimed lands in the Northwest Territory
should surrender their claims, Mary-
land’s position being that only Congress
had the sole right and power to deter-
mine the western boundary of those
States which possessed land claims.
Maryland insisted that the Northwest
Territory should become the common
property of the United States, subject to
be parceled out by Congress into free,
convenient, and independent govern-
ments.

Led by John Hanson, who in 1779 had
been elected to the Continental Con-
gress, Maryland persisted in its de-
mangds, until finally Congress yielded and
recommended that all States with west-
ern land claims cede them to the Con-
federation. After the adoption of the
Maryland plan, the Articles of Confed-
eration then became operative, when
John Hanson and Daniel Carroll signed
the document.

On November 5, 1781, 200 years ago,
John Hanson was elected President of
the United States in Congress As-
sembled. He served until April of the
following year, when increasing ill health
forced him to become inactive.

After General Washington’s victory
over Cornwallis at Yorktown, John Han-
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son presented Washington to the Con-
gress on that auspicious occasion.

Mr. President, as my distinguished col-
league has pointed out, Maryland has
had many, many important and signifi-
cant historical figures who have con-
tributed to the building of the Republic.
Today, which marks the 200th anniver-
sary of John Hanson being the first
President of the United States in Con-
gress Assembled, is a particularly signifi-
cant occasion, and we are honored that
the Ambassador of Sweden is here with
us on this occasion.

In 1902, the State of Maryland se-
lected John Hanson to represent our
State with a statue in the National Hall
of Fame, and that statue stands literally
right outside the center door of the U.S.
Senate. In fact, we pass by it every time
we assemble and proceed to the House of
Representatives for a joint session of
Congress, with John Hanson staring
down at us with forbearance and under-
standing and tolerance, which always
has characterized our State, and with
the vision which he brought to the prob-
lems of his day.

So 1 am very pleased to join Senator
MaTHIAS today in honoring Maryland
Day and in honoring John Hanson.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague for his
thoughtful remarks and for his histori-
cal review. I also appreciate his generous
thoughts with respect to Frederick
County, my native county, and his
charitable thoughts with respect to me—
all of which are much appreciated.

I point out that the measure which
has been introduced by Senator Sar-
BANES and me has its counterpart in the
other body, in a bill introduced by Rep-
resentative HoLt; and I urge Members
of the Senate to act upon that measure
very promptly.

I might even urge the Postmaster
General to act on his own initiative and
to issue this stamp promptly, which
would make it more economical and
more efficient than going through the
rather cumbersome legislative process of
ordering it done by statute.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield.

Mr. SARBANES. I suggest that if the
Postmaster General were to do so, it
would show a sensitivity to the history
of our State and country which would
be highly commendable.

Mr. MATHIAS. I agree.

Mr. President, I take this opportunity
to welcome the Ambassador of Sweden,
who has entered the Chamber pursuant
to the order of the Senate.

I believe it is a mark of his high degree
of sensitivity that he has joined up today
for this event. He is certainly one of the
most distineuished of the ambassadors
to serve in Washington.

My acquaintance with Count Wacht-
meister goes back prior to his arrival
here as Ambassador. I had occasion to
meet him in Stockholm at a time when
the United States was much worried
about our prisoners of war in Vietnam:
and through his efforts and those of his
countrymen, we were able to take first
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steps toward alleviating the conditions
under which American prisoners of war
were held. For that, we shall be grateful
to Sweden and particularly grateful to
Ambassador Wachtmeister.

We are pleased, also, that his wife,
Countess Wachtmeister, has joined us for
the ceremonies in connection with this
commemorative day of Maryland. She
has contributed enormously to the cul-
tural life of Washington during the years
they have lived here. I am happy that
both of them are able to be in the Capitol
and to join us today.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I join
my colleague in his expressions of respect
and admiration for Ambassador Wacht-
meister in the superb representation he
has provided his country and in being
a very close and true friend of our coun-
try. We are honored that he and Coun-
tess Wachtmeister have taken the time
to join us today on this occasion.

SENATE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION 9

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I wish
to speak in support of the second con-
current resolution on the budget (S. Con.
Res. 9) as reported by the Senate Budg-
et Committee on March 23, 1981, the
contents of which are more fully de-
scribed in Senate Report No. 97-28. The
bill is not perfect; little that we as a
deliberative body undertake to do cannot
be improved. We will have a chance to
make further refinements when the Sen-
ate takes up this measure tomorrow.

I speak in support of the resolution as
a recently elected Senator who recognizes
that he was elected by the people of
the State of Iowa because of their desire
to limit spending and the imposition of
taxes by the Federal Government.

I speak in support of the resolution
as a person who served 6 years in the
other body and in that Chamber fought
excessive Federal spending. During those
6 years, my side continually lost. The
events of recent years, during which
time the Nation’s economy has declined
precipitously, proves that the people of
the United States also lost.

For example, the Consumer Price In-
dex, commonly cited as a measure of the
rate of inflation, increased by only 6.5
percent in 1977. The CPI increased by
more than 12 percent during calendar
year 1980.

Finally, I speak as a Member of the
Senate committed to making the legis-
lative process and the institutions of
Government work, at least until we can
make structural improvements. Here, I
make reference—in regard to structural
improvements—to my desire to provide
in the Constitution for a balanced Fed-
eral budget.

Until we are successful in that en-
deavor, we must make use of existing
laws and procedures.

In this case, today, we are following
the provisions of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974.

The effort of the President and the
Congress to restra’n increases in Federal
spending has, at least up to this point,
been a useful exercise.
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The Budget Committee, of which I am
a member, has sent to the floor a resolu-
tion tnat trims $14.7 billion in budget
authority and $2.9 billion in outlays from
the current fiscal year's budget.

These savings are somewhat lower
than the administration requested for
fiscal year 1981. Our budget authority
reduction is $2.5 billion less than Presi-
dent Reagan proposed; our outlays will
total $100 million more this fiscal year.
Savings achieved for fiscal year 1982
total $52.1 billion in budget authority
and $37.4 billion in outlays.

It is expected that even greater sav-
ings will accrue to the taxpayers in the
outyears past 1982.

We have given President Reagan vir-
tually everything he has asked for and,
in some instances, we have improved
upon the administration’s suggestions
by shaving an additional $2.4 billion in
authority and $2.3 billion in outlays for
fiscal year 1982.

I say that this has been a useful exer-
cise for a number of reasons. To {llustrate
this point, it is necessary to compare
where we are and what we are doing
this year as opposed to just 1 year ago.

In the autumn of 1979, Congress ap-
proved spending targets of approxi-
mately $548 billion in fiscal year 1980
and $613 billion in fiscal year 1981. In
May 1980. Congress, at the request of
former President Carter, increased fiscal
year 1980 outlays by $16 billion to nearly
$566 billion. The former President, as
well as his loyalists in the Congress, car-
ried on a much publicized flirtation
with a balanced Federal budget for the
current fiscal year (fiscal year 1981), and
then moved to dump the idea.

Federal spending, in part fueled by
double digit inflation and a faltering
economy, continued to explode during
the summer of 1980 so that, by the end
of fiscal year 1980, the former President
and the Congress incurred outlavs of
$579 billion. Last autumn, outlavs for the
current fiscal year were set at $632 bil-
lion. President Carter, in one of his last
official acts in office, revised fiscal year
1981 spending projections upward to
$662 billion. Incidentally, his new pro-
jected deficit was projected to be in ex-
cess of $55 billion.

It is against this backdrop of spiraling
inflation brought about by uncontrolled
Federal spending that President Rea-
gan's budget revisions should be viewed.
The Budget Committee’s actions must be
evaluated in light of the economic
calamity awaiting our country unless
corrective action is taken. President
Reagan seeks to limit Federal outlavs to
$655 billion this vear. This sum, which
is 2 percent less than the amount pro-
jected by President Carter in his January
revision, still is more than $42 billion
above what was anticipated just 1 year
ago.

The Senate Budget Committee has
given President Reagan $2.9 billion in
reductions this year, and more signifi-
cant savings next year. And this fact
cannot be overemphasized, but we still
are spending much more than even the
biggest spenders in Wash’ngton thought
possible a year and a half, or even 1 year
ago.




March 25, 1981

Just 12 months have brought about a
$42 billion increase in expenditures be-
yond exiectations.

The President’s initiatives are useful
because the frame of reference for dis-
cussions on Federal spending has been
shifted, both for the immediate moment
as well as the foreseeable future, or at
least I should say hopefully for the fore-
seeable future. This became apparent to
me in talking with lobbyists and repre-
sentat.ves oi interest groups.

In the past, it was standard practice
for those pleading the case of increased
Federal spending for a given program or
policy to ask for an increase over and
above the rate of inflation. Discussions
were prefaced with the comment that
“We'll have to have this much just to
keep up with inflation and then we’ll
need an additional amount for our new
program.” This sort of mentality, the
constant add-ons that anticipate a high
rate of inflation and a Federal Treasury
without limit, has contributed to the
economic mess we are in.

Now when I am approached with re-
spect to the Federal budget, the discus-
sion is begun by an indication that
“There is some waste in what we are do-
ing” and an admission that ‘“We can
live with last year's funding or even a
slight reduction.” This indicates to me
that Americans are reexamining and re-
evaluating Federal spending in light of
the new economic realities, and, more
importantly, in light of the mandate of
the electoral race in the last election.
Programs will operate more efficiently
and those things that must be done will
still be done.

Mr. President, there is a common mis-
conception among commentators and
oninionmakers, who either have not done
their homework or are not inclined to re-
port all of the facts, to the effect that the
Budget Committee recommendations
provide for “meat ax" reductions in so-
cial and income transfer programs.

They fail to point out that, although
there are indeed reductions from current
law or President Carter’s budget pro-
posals, total Federal spending for most of
these programs will continue to increase.

I will give you the following as an il-
lustration of my point:

If my colleagues will turn to the top
of page 106 of the committee report,
they will observe a half-page summary
of proposed reductions in the disability
insurance program within function 600.

The President and the Budget Com-
mittee believe that if stricter recency of
work standards are applied, then out-
lays in fiscal year 1982 can be reduced
by $124 million.

The baseline figure indicates that,
even with this reduction, spending for
the disability insurance program will
increase by more than $2 billion from
$17.447 billion in fiscal year 1981 to $19.-
491 billion in fiscal year 1982.

This proves the point that many of us
have been making as we visit with our
constituents back home, namely, that
we are not proposing budget cuts;
rather, we are asking for restraints in
Increases.

I tried to emphasize this point in my
additional views contained in the com-
mittee report where I wrote that:
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The proposed budget reductions included
in the revised budget resolution for fiscal
year 1981 do not reduce the Federal budget
to a level lower than we have had in any
previous year. Even with the dificult spend-
ing cut decisions we have made, the budget
for fiscal year 1982 will be approximately
$700 billion, with a deficit of $45 billion.
The reductions are merely designed to limit
the rate of growth of Government spending
from its current growth trend of 16 percent
to 6 percent. The budget next year will still
be the largest in history.

Mr. President, President Reagan and
the members of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee have, in light of the economic
calamity facing us if we do nothing and
adopt a “business as usual” approach,
acted responsibly. The facts that docu-
ment my assertion are contained in the
committee report accompanying the
resolution.

I regret that some, whom I have made
reference to earlier, have portrayed our
program for economic recovery as dras-
tic and insensitive, the budget revisions
as draconian.

Those who have, over the years, profit-
ed from profligate Federal spending,
have seized upon the media’s “evidence”
and I use that term advisedly, and at-
tempted to mobilize their particular con-
stituencies in an effort to undo the work
that must be done.

Facts have been distorted and mil-
lions of Americans, without direct ac-
cess to the hard documents containing
the President’s program and detailing
the Budget Committee's deliberations,
have been unduly alarmed.

I began my remarks by observing that
I speak as a recently elected U.S. Sena~
tor. I believe that one of the reasons that
I was elected last November was that,
during my years as a Member of the
House of Representatives, I kept in touch
with the people whom I represented in
the Congress. I have kept in touch since
being sworn in to serve in the Senate.
The people do not want a “business as
usual” approach. They want an ap-
proach to solving the economic problems
facing our country. These constituents
insist on reductions in size and
growth of the Federal Government. The
adoption of the second concurrent res-
olution on the budget for fiscal year 1981
will demonstrate that we have listened
and paid attention to the message that
has been sent. Expeditious consideration
and adoption of this legislation will mark
a first step, however tentative, down to
the road to economic recovery for our
people and the entire nation.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

(Mr. GRASSLEY assumed the chair.)

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE RECONCILIATION
INSTRUCTION

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, last No-
vember the American people mandated
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Congress to bring the size and scope of
Government back into control and to end
the runaway Government spending that
has fueled inflation. Last Thursday the
Senate Budget Committee acted in com-
pliance with that mandate by unani-
mously voting to report to the full Sen-
ate a reconciliation instruction which
embodies President Reagan’s proposed
budget cuts. This reconciliation instruc-
tion is the result of an arduous effort
put forth by my colleagues on the
Budget Committee to respond to a man-
date given by the people of our coun-
try—mandate voiced by the majority
of Americans to stop Government
growth, to balance the budget, to
strengthen our national defense, to
stimulate the creation of jobs and re-
duce the tax burden, to reduce and elim-
inate inflation, and to resurrect our
economy from the nadir to which it is
now plummeting.

The urgency of our situation is under-
scored by the expeditious manner in
which the Budget Committee has re-
ported to the Senate the reconciliation
instruction for fiscal years 1981, 1982,
and 1983. In my 20 years in this great
deliberating body, I have never seen such
unity of purpose and such willingness to
place the national good ahead of paro-
chial interests. It is an historic event—
one I am proud to be associated with—
and I exhort my colleagues to recognize
that our failure to preserve the integrity
of the President's economic package will
unmistakably consign us to a state of
precipitous and irreversible economic
decline.

I think I would be remiss if I failed
to thank the distinguished chairman of
the Senate Budget Committee, Senator
Domenici, for his fairness and perse-
verance in leading the committee to
unanimous agreement on a package of
budget rescissions totaling $36.4 billion
for fiscal year 1982. This package has
the support of Senators from the north
and south, east and west; it has the
support of Democrats and Republicans,
liberals and conservatives; it is repre-
sentative of the administration’s inten-
tions, and most important, it embraces
the wishes of the vast majority of the
American people.

Now, I am certain the rescission pro-
posals have brought many interest
groups to the Capitol to urge the spar-
ing of their particular programs. It is
true that the magnitude of our problems
requires drastic action which will cut
growth in some very desirable programs
around the country. But many of the
affected groups have told me they are
willing “to take it on the chin,”—even
though it is not in their short-term eco-
nomic interest—if it means our economy
will be revitalized. One constituent tells
me he is tired of Band-Aid cures for
cancer. He is a realtor and knows the
budget cuts will hurt him in the short
run; but if the corrective surgery is per-
formed now, he and the rest of us will
be better off in the long run.

I am aware of the complaints that “the
budget cuts are necessary, but they are
inequitably distributed.” A parochial ap-
proach, however, would only serve to un-
dermine the administration’s attempts
to deal with the pressing economic con-
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cerns of the day. The multifarious eco-
nomic problems confronting us call for a
united front to achieve a common objec-
tive. I can hardly be sympathetic to
charges of regional bias from the
North—when Buffalo, Detroit, and
Cleveland all receive far higher amounts
of Federal moneys for community devel-
opment than Dallas, Tex. The cities of
Detroit and Cleveland alone receive
three to five times the amount of Federal
funds in transit subsidies than does Dal-
las. And in the city of Houston—the fifth
largest, and the fastest growing city in
the United States—no funds will be
available for a mass transit rail system;
but fixed rail systems in the Northeast
corridor will continue to receive mass
transit capital grants.

The State of Texas has the longest in-
ternational border of any State. Reduc-
tions in appropriations to Immigration
and Naturalization Service exacerbates
problems peculiar to the Mexican border
States.

Although Texas has the greatest num-
ber of retired military personnel of any
State, I am willing to go along with the
proposal to limit the cost-of-living ad-
justments to one per year instead of two
per year. Scientific research at NASA
and health research at Houston’s Med-
ical Center will be cut down. SBA and
FEMA loans are being reduced. Our
State, which is disaster-prone, will have
to bear the financial burden of rebuild-
ing whenever plagued by hurricanes, tor-
nadoes, and other disasters.

We must take the overall program
with particular reductions that each of
us individually might disagree with be-
cause once the program becomes open to
special interests, we will never be able to
arrest growth in Federal spending. There
are aspects of the package which I seri-
ously question, but I am putting aside
those concerns. It is a tough, hard-nosed
way to have to go about it; but I think
this is what the American people want.
I urge my colleagues in the Senate to put
aside special interests in order to pass
the President’s program.

We have a rare opportunity to respond
to the expressed will of the American
people. We must stay in step with the
administration on its crusade to set our
financial house in order. The reconcilia-
tion will not destroy 30 years of social
programs; it will not take food out of the
mouths of mothers and children; nor will
it go back on our society’s commitment
to help the needy. This resolution will
trim the untamed, unharnassed, and
rampant growth of Federal spending
which is bringing our country to its
knees, It is imperative that we act re-
sponsibly and expeditiously in approving
the reconciliation instructions.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET PRO-
POSALS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1982

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, to-
day I rise to express my strong support
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for President Reagan's budget proposals
for fiscal year 1982.

This program is not just a cut in Gov-
ernment spending. It also includes a tax
cut package, a reduction in excessive
Government regulation, a sound mone-
tary policy, and eventually, a balanced
budget. I believe all of these measures
are necessary, and I will support the
administration’s efforts to achieve them.

During the past two decades, the
Democratic-controlled Congress has ad-
dressed every aspect of our social and
economic problems with more legisla-
tion, more interference by the Federal
Government, and more spending to sup-
port the growth of Federal services.

The traditional relationship between
the power of the States and the Federal
Government has been thrown totally out
of balance. Federal grant programs, sub-
sidies, regulations, and special interest
groups, acting with Federal financial
support, have tipped the principles of
Federal/State relations too far in the
direction of big Government.

The United States is fast approaching
a trillion dollar budget, which would be
reached in just a few years if Govern-
ment spending continues at present
rates.

Although Federal spending may rise,
it must not do so at the rate we are now
experiencing. President Reagan proposes
to reduce the amount of the Federal
spending and, in the process, reduce the
size of Government.

A few figures are helpful in under-
standing the growth of Federal spend-
ing. The January budget estimates
showed Federal spending increasing at
an annual rate of 13.3 percent from 1977
to 1981. The Reagan administration
budget program will reduce the rate in
the increase of Federal spending to only
5.5 percent a year over the 1981-84
period.

Revenues will also be reduced through
the passaze of tax cuts recommended by
the administration. As a result of these
proposals, Federal receipts are estimated
to rise by 28 percent hetwsen 1931 and
1984, and by 57 percent over the entire
1981-86 period. Under the Carter admin-
istration’s proposals, receipts would have
risen by 96 percent over this 5-year peri-
od. This reduction in revenues to the
Government will mean more capital for
private investment and economic growth,
thus reducing the size of Government
spending while stimulating the private
sector.

Mr. President, one area where I whole-
heartedly support the President is the
necessity for a balanced budget. The
budget has been balanced only once in
the last 20 years, and if we keep spend-
ing at current levels, there is little hope
of ever baiancing the budget again. For
years, I have advocated the need to spend
only what can be brought in as revenue.
Numerous States have long recognized
the need for fiscal responsibility and have
passed laws, or amendments to State
constitutions. to achieve that purpose.
My State is one of those. Unfortunately,
the Federal Government has been con-
sistently running up deficits in record
style and making no attempts to main-
tain a balanced budget.
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I have introduced a measure to amend
the U.S. Constitution that would require
Congress to vote affirmatively if it wants
expenditures to exceed revenues in any
given year. There would be, however, an
exception for wartime situations. The
Constitution Subcommittee of the Senate
Judiciary Committee has already held a
day of hearings on this proposal, and I
expect action by the full committee early
this year.

Mr. President, the administration’s
proposed budget reductions have not
been made in a random or hurried man-
ner. A number of criteria have been used
to reach these decisions. For example, the
President has made it very clear that he
intends to continue funding support for
the elderly, the hardcore unemployed
and poor, and those Americans who ful-
filled their commitments to the country
in times of war.

Entitlement programs will be revised
to eliminate unintended benefits or, in
other words. benefits that have gone to
people with middle to upper incomes or
to people who are collecting twice from
similar programs.

Economic subsidy programs like CETA,
Job Corps, and other community service
programs will be scaled back or consoli-
dated into a block grant to the States
where they can be more effectively man-
aged and tailored to local needs.

Tax credit for certain nonprofit in-
stitutions will be withdrawn, and the
guaranteed student loan program will be
modified to remove the special allowance
for those who lend to parents of stu-
dents. The 9-percent interest subsidy
now provided for students while they
are in school will also be eliminated.

Another criterion will be the consoli-
dation of many categorical grants to
State and local governments into block
grants. Nearly 550 programs are
scheduled for such action. In the health,
education, and social services programs
alone, consolidation will encompass 616
pages of law; 1,400 pages of regulations:
more than 10,000 separate grants: and
approximately 88,000 grant sites. It takes
over 7 million hours to fill out the forms
relating to the programs funded by the
Federal Government in this area and
several thousand Federal employees to
administer them.

Finally, President Reagan is address-
ing the matter of reducing Federal over-
head, personnel costs, and program waste
and inefficiency. President Reagan placed
a complete freeze on hiring and put
limits on orders for the procurement of
new office equipment.

These are the criteria that the admin-
istration has used to achieve budget re-
ductions so that it can provide support
for the truly needy while fulfilling our
responsibility to strengthen the national
defense. To many, the proposed increases
in defense spending at the expense of so-
cial programs may seem unacceptable.
However, an increase in defense spend-
ing is a necessity. The security of the
United States in terms of military read-
iness has never been more in jeopardy.
We are falling far behind the Soviet
Union in a number of areas, and we need
an infusion of programs to catch up. This
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is especially important in view of the
current world situation.

Mr. President, I intend to support the
budget revisions recommended by Presi-
dent Reagan, even as they adversely
affect people in my own State of South
Carolina. A number of groups and in-
dividuals have contacted me asking for
my support in reversing administration
cuts of Federal programs, such as the
Economic Development Administration,
coastal plains projects, the Appalachian
Regional Commission, and the food
stamp program. These cuts, according to
the Governor'’s office of South Carolina,
will amount to approximately $i2z.0 mii-
lion for fiscal years 1981-82, On the posi-
tive side, however, Miss Barpara Feinn,
the chief economist for the State of
South Carolina, predicts that South Car-
olina can expect nearly 150,000 new jobs
in the next 5 years. Forty percent of
these jobs, according to Miss Feinn, can
be attributed to increased productivity
due to Federal spending cuts.

In conclusion, Mr. President, we can-
not continue to spend more than we
take in. When the budget deficit in-
creases, the U.S. Treasury is forced Lo
go out into the marketplace and borrow
money to service that debt.

This borrowing by the Federal Gov-
ernment, in turn, forces up interest
rates, which results in higher inflation.
Inflation hurts everybody—rich and
poor alike. It especially hurts the gov-
ernmental units of this Nation which
are being asked to provide more and
more services. If Federal spending can
be reduced, inflation can be brought
under control.

Mr. President, on November 4, 1980,
the American people expressed their de-
sire to have less government, less Fed-
eral spending, and less regulation. The
Reagan budget proposals are responsive
to that mandate. The President has the
responsibility to see that this program
is carried out. He has the support of the
American people. I know he has the sup-
port of the senior Senator from South
Carolina. He deserves the support of
every Member of Congress.

PRESIDENT'S SPENDING REDUC-
TION PROPOSALS

® Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, today we
have an opportunity to take the first
step in implementing the President's
spending reduction proposals.

The passage of S. 509, to suspend the
April 1 increase in milk prices supports,
will represent a modest savings of $147
million in fiscal 1981, and an additional
$86 million in fiscal year 1982.

However, it will be an important and
necessary signal that Congress is seri-
ous about fighting inflation, reducing
Federal spending, and putting our eco-
nomic house in order.

In 1980 the Agriculture Department
spent more than $1 billion on the dairy
program. Unless we take this action, the
gross expenditures of the program in
1981 will reach $2 billion.

Failure to enact this legislation will
impact on consumers with retail milk
prices estimated to rise about 3% to 4
cents per half gallon.
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We are experiencing a growing sur-
plus of Government-held stocks of dairy
products. For example, as of February 290,
1981, the Government owned 355 million
pounds of nonfat dry milk. This is ex-
pected to increase even without an in-
crease in the price support level. In Jan-
uary, the Government bought 43 percent
of all the butter produced in this
country.

Mr. President, many Indiana dairy
farmers have advised me that they are
willing to forego the April 1 increase
in the best interests of the economic
health of the country. This is in keeping
with the longstanding tradition of pa-
triotism shown by American farmers and
their commitment to fiscal responsi-
bility.

There are those who have suggested
to me that we support an amendment
to require imposition of a quota on
casein imports at a level based on 50
percent of the average import levels be-
tween 1975 and 1980. I have studied the
merits of this amendment and have con-
cluded that it is deficient in that it has
the potential of damaging the $47 bil-
lion of U.S. agricultural export trade:
it poses the threat of almost certain ac-
tion against all U.S. exports under the
General Agreements on Tariffs and
Trade; and the issue might better be ad-
dressed under existing administrative
procedures.

It is my understanding that the USDA
is conducting a study of the casein im-
port issue, and its findings should be
available in June.

I would suggest that we review this
problem again with the benefit of that
report this summer.

Meanwhile, let us move ahead in tak-
ing this initial step in President Rea-
gan's program to fight inflation by
adopting S. 509.@

ADJUSTMENT OF PRICE SUPPORT
FOR MILK

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GoLpwATER). Under the previous order.
the hour of 3:30 p.m. having arrived,
the Senate will now resume considera-
ﬁgln of S. 509, which will be stated by

e.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 509) to amend Section 201 of
the Agricultural Act of 1040, as amended,
to delete the requirement that the support
price of milk be adjusted semiannually.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, T suegzest
the absence of a quorum, with the time
to be charged equally to the manazers
of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HELMS,. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the quo-
rum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, how much

79-059 O - 1984 - 63 - (Vol. 127 Pt.4)

5159

time remains? Fifteen minutes, is that
correct, equally divided?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote
will occur at 4 o'clock unless there is a
vote in progress on the Melcher amend-
ment, if that is offered.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.

I am not absolutely certain at this
moment, Mr. President, whether the dis-
tinguished Senator from Montana is
going to submit an amendment, and I
wonder if I might make inquiry of him
about that?

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, we will have an
amendment for the distinguished chair-
man of the Agriculture Committee to re-
view to see whether it is acceptable.

I might state to the distinguished
chairman that the preliminary informa-
tion we have received from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture concerning the out-
break of hoof-and-mouth disease in the
United Kingdom is encouraging, and the
fact that they have traced to the very
farm where the disease broke out in the
Isle of Wight those animals that were
present on the farm at that time, and
they have destroyed all of them, as is the
method used in eradicating the disease at
its outbreak.

Furthermore, the Department is as-
sured by the veterinarians in England
that samples of the milk which may have
left that dairy farm prior to shutting off
any movement from that farm have been
determined as nearly as they can accu-
rately portray to being negative for the
live virus.

Although the live virus was found in
milk on the farm or from the diseased
animals on the farm, at the time the
entire herd was slaughtered in order to
prevent any further spread of the disease,
they feel quite confident, the veterinari-
ans in England feel quite confident, that
none of the infected milk has gotten
into the stream of trade in the United
Kingdom.

The Department has assured me and
has assured the chairman, I am sure, that
continual scrutiny will be maintained
by the veterinarians in England, and
reviewed by our own animal disease
quarantine and animal inspection forces
within the Department of Agriculture,
and will continue to provide surveillance
also to prevent any possible spread of the
disease to food products that may be
coming into the United States.

I do have some concern as to whether
or not the Department has adeqguate
safeguards in place to make sure that
the disease cannot be introduced into
the United States. My amendment,
which I will shortly show to the chair-
man and, hopefully, for his acceptance,
will be along that line.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, will the
Senator submit his amendment?

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, if the
chairman will yield again, yes, I will
show the Senator the amendment very
quickly to see if it is acceptable.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on my own
time, I think I can allay the concern of
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana. I have just received a letter from
the Secretary of Agriculture, John R.
Block, and let me read it into the
RECORD:
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., March 25, 1981.

Hon. JessiE A. HELMS,
U.S. Senate, o

ashington, D.C.
wmgntu. Cuamman: I understand that
the Senate will be considering this afternoon
an amendment to be offered by Senator
Melcher from Montana which would require
the Department to review and make changes
to be certain that the procedures employed
by the Department will assure that the
United States remains free of foot and
mouth disease. In order to satisfy any con-
cerns that Members of the Senate might
have on this matter, I will within thirty days
submit a complete report on our procedures.

The Department of Agriculture recognizes
the essential and important responsibllity
that it has in the protection of this nation
against that dread disease. As Secretary I

want you to know that I will do everything -

possible and leave no stone unturned to see
that this mission 1s carefully carried out.
Sincerely,
Joaw R. BrLock,
Secretary.

Mr. President. obviously this elimi-
nates the need for any amendment. The
Department does not need to be required
to do anything in this regard. It is vol-
untarily doing it. It recognizes the need
for doing it. and a report will be sub-
mitted within 30 days. So I do hooe the
distinguished Senator from Montana
will not offer his amendment.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. MELCHER. I think the chairman
has performed very notably. I think the
amendment we would offer would be
along that line requiring a report of the
procedures that are being followed.

Would the chairman mind reading
that kev sentence again on what the re-
port will contain?

Mr. HELMS. I do not know which sen-
tence the Senator considers the key sen-
tence. I think all of it is. He says:

In order to satlsfy any concerns that Mem-
bers of the Senate might have on this matter
I will within 30 days submit a complete re-
port on our procedures.

Mr. MELCHER. Mayv I interruot the
Senator, will the chairman yield to me,
Mr. President?

Mr. HELMS. Certainlv.

Mr. MELCHER. I think the procedures
to which he is referring are the methods
the Department uses to safeguard
against the introduction of the disease
into the United States; is that not
correct?

Mr. HELMS. Yes, I think that is
correct.

Mr. MELCHER. That is what I was
asking the chairman to read. May I just
look at the letter? That will be sufficient.

Mr. President, will the chairman yield
to me?

Mr. HELMS. I yield the floor.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, the
amendment we have drafted and would
ask the Senate to approve would be to
require that the Department review their
procedures and report back to us.

We would not have asked them to re-
port back within 30 days. I think that is
a little bit too fast. But this letter, dated
today, by Secretary Block contains the
very thoughts that we would have in our
amendment, and completely satisfies me
because what we would have asked for is
that the Department must review their
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procedures to assure that the United
States remains free of the disease, and
then report back to us.

I think the letter the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture has received
from the Secretary accomplishes the
very purpose of the amendment I would
have offered, so I certainly will not offer
an amendment.

I am delighted at this proper reply
from the Secretary, and I hope the pro-
cedures, after the review, look as good
to them as they have been describing
them to me today.

Mr. President, I do want to again ex-
press to my colleagues in the Senate that
I am extremely apprehensive about any
procedure that allows the live virus of
hoof-and-mouth disease to come into the
United States. There is no reason why
we should take that chance.

Some countries that provide us milk
products have higher standards than
others. But as of right now, as of today,
the Department does not enforce any-
thing more than this on the milk prod-
ucts that come into this country, that is,
pasteurization, normal pasteurization,
where the milk is heated to 75 degrees
Centigrade for 15 seconds, which is all
that is envisioned by many countries,
and we do not insist on anything higher
than that.

In the case of a foot-and-mouth
disease where the live virus is shed in
the milk and, therefore, does get into
food products, simple pasteurization is
not adequate.

The Department’s procedures right
now are to say that while they safeguard
and identify against any milk product,
including casein, introducing the disease
into the United States, because they only
have it go into the food products that
humans are going to consume, well, that
is not quite enough to satisfy me, know-
ing that often hoof-and-mouth out-
breaks have occurred in areas simply be-
cause of food product that went into the
garbage can or fed to hogs or got into
contact with other animals, and the
animals that were susceptible, picked up
the virus and the disease was then in-
troduced to the livestock or wild animals
in that area.

The secnd point, the Department says
is, “well, after all the virus will only
remain alive in casein or cheese products
for 84 days.” Well, that is not very com-
forting to me either because 84 days,
with modern transportation, that is a
pretty long period of time.

So I think it is absolutely essential
that we require—or in this case we do
not need to require—the Department is
volunteering to review their procedures,
and in doing so I think or rather I be-
lieve strongly that the Department will
tighten up on their procedures as they
affect dairy products that come out of a
hoof-and-mouth-disease country. That
is exactly what I would like to accom-
plish, and I am delighted that the chair-
man has received this letter from Sec-
retary Block. I commend him for that
and I thank him for that because I be-
lieve it is a very positive and necessary
step.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am grate-
ful to my friend from Montana. I might
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say to him that he disclosed he would
not offer an amendment. He has said
many things in his career as a Senator
that pleased me, but none pleased me
more than that. I am delighted he will
not offer an amendment, and I further
say that if there is any lapse in the im-
plementation of this guarantee by the
Department of Agriculture, I will join
the Senator in insisting that they per-
form adequately.

I ask unanimous consent to insert in
the REcorp a copy of the report that
USDA made in response to questions
raised yesterday by the Senator from
Montana. I think that the Department
has acted in an expeditious fashion to be
responsive to Senator MELCHER'S con-
cerns. I want to commend the Secretary
of Agriculture for his sincere efforts to
address this important problem.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., March 25, 1981.

SENATOR JOHN MELCHER: Attached you will
find two documents requested by you in
relation to importation of dairy products
and the current foot-and-mouth disease
(FMD) situation in the United Kingdom.

The former of these is an opinion from
the Department’s Office of the General Coun-
sel relative to authorities exercised by the
Secretary in importing dalry products from
FMD-infected countries.

The second document will update you on
the most recent FMD outbreak in the United
Kingdom and the action being taken by the

'Departmant as a result.

I belleve these two papers will answer the
questions you ralzed. In the event there are
further issues which need to be addressed, we
will be pleased to supply further information.

HARRY C. MUSSMAN,
Administrator.
Foor-ANp-MoUuTH Disease UPDATE: ISLE oF
WIGHT SITUATION AND ANIMAL AND PLANT
HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE ACTIONS

The outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease
(FMD) on the Isle of Wight occurred in dry
dairy cows being held on pasture. No lesions
were found in cows being milked nor were
lesions noted in a small beef herd also located
on the afiected farm. To determine whether
FMD virus had entered trade channels, milk
samples from the farm were sent to the FMD
World Reference Laboratory, Pirbright. No
virus was found in the samples from the bulk
tank or in samples collected at milkings
prior to the day the entire herd was slaugh-
tered. Bamples of milk collected at the time
of slaughter did contaln virus; however,
none of the milk was moved off the farm
after FMD had been suspected several days
earlier. All cattle on the farm (166 head)
have been slaughtered and the carcasses
disvosed of.

Additional efforts are being made to assure
the dizease does not spread. All milk from
other farms on the Tsle of Wight is being
heat treated as a precautionary measure to
assure Inactivation of any FMD virus. Some
cattle shipped to the mainland from a farm
near the outbreak were traced to a market
in Dorsett. These cattle were showing no
lesions and had normal temneratures but
the decision was made to slavghter them,
again as a precautionary measure.

The U.8. has removed Great Britaln from
the list of eountries free of foot-and-mouth
disesse. Consequently. any products or by-
products (cheese. casein. lactalbumin, ete.)
entering this country from Great Britain will
have to meet the requirements for a country
with FMD; this means products can only
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move under permit and must be destined
for use solely in human food products. The
APHIS regulatory personnel at U.S. ports
have already been notified of the change and
will require the products and byproducts
originating from U.K. markets since the FMD
outbreak was confirmed meet our require-
ments.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., March 24, 1981.
Subject The Authority of the Secretary of
Agriculture to Permit the Importation of
Casein From Countries Deslgnated as
Being Infected With Foot-and-Mouth
Disease Into the United States.
To Harry C. Mussman, Administrator, Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service.
This is In response to your request for
a legal opinion concerning the authority of
the Secretary of Agriculture to permit the
importation of caseln into the United States
from countries infected with foot-and-mouth
disease.

This office is not aware of any law which
prohibits the importation of caseln from any
country, and it is therefore our opinion that
the Secretary of Agriculture may permit the
importation of casein into the United States.

The Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1308),
with certain limited exceptions, prohibits the
importation into the United States of cattle,
sheep, or other ruminants, or swine, or fresh,
chilled or frozen meat of such animals from
forelgn countries in which rinderpest or foot-
and-mouth disease exist, If the Secretary of
Agriculture complies with certain specified
procedures not applicable to this opinion.
However, this Act does not apply to products
other than meat or to milk and milk prod-
ucts such as caseln.

Currently the Department has regulations
in Title 9, Code of Federal Regulations, sec-
tion 94.16 which place certain restrictions
on the importation of casein into the United
States. These regulations were promulgated
pursuant to section 2 of the Act of Feb-

ruary 2, 1803 (21 U.S.C. 111) which vests in

the Secretary broad authority “to make such
regulations and take such measures as he
may deem proper to prevent the introduc-
tion or dissemination of the contagion of
any contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease of animals and/or llve poultry from
a foreign country . . . and to seize, guaran-
tine, and dispose of any . . . meats, hides, or
other animal products coming from an in-
fected foreign country to the United States

- Whenever in his judgment such action
is advisable in order to guard against the
introduction or spread of such contaglon.”
This Act glves the Secretary of Agriculture
authority to regulate the importation of ca-
seln as long as such regulation is necessary
to guard against the Introduction or spread
of the contaglon of any contaglous, infec-
tlous, or communicable disease nf animals
and/or live poultry in interstate or forelgn
commerce. The Secretary of Agriculture is
not, however, required to prohiblt the Im-
portation of any animal product including
casein. The restrictions on and the require-
ments for the importation of casein are,
of course, matters for determination by your
agency.

JAMES MIcHAEL KELLY,
Acting General Counsel.
Mr. HELMS,

Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum which i
ca'l%;d off at 4 o’clock. ' g
e PRESIDING OFFIC
will call the roll. b

rolThe bill clerk proceeded to call the

Mr. HUDDLESTON Mr. Presi

. : esident, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, in
this last minute before the vote on this
bill, 8. 509, I would just like to call the
attention of the Senate to the fact that
this is the first piece of legislation that
has come to the floor from the Senate
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry and, therefore, the first
piece of legislation to come under the
new leadership of that committee, the
distinguished Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
will observe that the hour of 4 o'clock
has arrived.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be allowed
to continue for 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HUDDLESTON. It is also the first
piece of legislation submitted by the cur-
rent administration that is designed to
restrain the growth of Federal expendi-
tures. This one relates to farming, to
agriculture, and in particular, of course,
to the dairy farmers. A vote for this
legislation is not a vote in any way
against the dairy farmers of this country.

I think all of us can agree that we
need a good dairy price support program.
This vote is one which actually will help
preserve the program because it helps
keep it from getting too far out of bal-
ance and too expensive to the American
people.

So I support the legislation that is be-
fore us. I support the effort to restrain
spending and I support our agriculture
segment. We will work toward making
sure that as we go through the next
months that we do develop a program
that will assure that we continue to have
a stable dairy industry in this country.

The PRESTDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 1 minute has expired.

The hour of 4 o’clock having arrived.
the question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 509) was order to be en-
grossed for a third reading and read the
third time.

The PRESTDTNG OWFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the ques-
tion is. Shall it pass? On this question,
the veas and navs have heen ordered
and the clerk will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BAKFR. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Florida (Mrs. HAwxrIns). the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. Hum-
PHREY), the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Lucar), and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting. the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. HuMPHREY), and the Senator
from Florida (Mrs. Hawrins) would
each vote “yea.”

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
Dobn), the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
Lowe). and the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. WiLLtamMs) are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 88,
nays 5, as follows:
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[Roleall Vote No, 40 Leg.]
YEAS—88
Exon
Ford
Garn
Glenn
Goldwater
Gorion
QGrassley
Hart
Hatch
Hatfleld
Bumpers Hayakawa
Byrd, Heflin
Harry F., Jr. Heinz
Byrd, Robert C. Helms
Cannon Holiings
Chafee Huddleston
Chiies Inouye
Cochran Jackzon
Cchen Jepsen
Cranston Johnston
D'Amato Kassebaum
Danforth Kennedy
DeCuoncinl Laxalt
Denton Levin
Dixon Mathias
Dole Matsunaga
Domenicl Mattingly
Durenberger McClure
Eagleton Melcher
East Metzenbaum

NAYS—b6
Leahy
Proxmire
NOT VOTING—T7

Long Willlams
Hawkins Lugar
Humphrey Stevens

So the bill (S. 509), as amended, was
passed as follows:

8. 500

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
201 of the Agricultural Act of 1849, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1446), 1s further amended
by deleting subsection(d).

Sgc. 2. It is the sense of the Senate that
the restrictions on the exportation of agri-
cultural commodities to the Union of Soviet
Soclalist Rezublics should be terminated.

Sec. 3. It is the sense of the Senate that
no agricultural commodities produced in the
Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics should
enter the United States during any period
during which the President imposes restric-
tions on, or prohibits, the export of grain
or any other agricultural commodity to the
Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics (includ-
ing the restrictions on the exportation of
agricultural products to such country ini-
tiated on January 7, 1980).

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the bill was
passed.

Mr. BAKER. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah.

Abdnor
Andrews
Armstrong
Baker
Baucus
Bentsen
Biden
Boren
Boschwita
Bradley

Mitchell
Moynihan
Murkowski
Nickies
Nunn
Packwood
Pell

Percy
Pressler
Pryor
Quayle
Randolph
Riegle
Roth
Rudman
Sarbanes
Basser
Schmitt

Burdick
Kasten

Dodd

THE BUDGET PROBLEMS

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, tomorrow
we begin one of the first floor ap-
proaches toward trying to resolve the
budget problems that we have all been
so concerned about. I think most people
in our country today are not aware that
we are really not cutting the budget of
the United States in the literal sense.
What we are doing is cutting the in-
creases in the budget which have gone
up at escalated rates.
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For 45 of the last 51 years we have
failed to balance the budget of the Unit-
ed States of America. As a matter of
fact, I think our first $100 billion budget
was in 1962; our first $200 billion budget
was in 1972, 10 years later; the first $400
billion budget was in 1976; and today
we are facing a $695 biliion budget, if
we are lucky, in fiscal year 1982.

I think our President has had no
choice other than to try to get this free
spending under control.

Back in 1976, the national debt was a
little over $650 billion. The interest
against that debt, as I recall, was around
$42 billion, or thereabouts. I remember
when we were running at that time we
thought that was a horrendous interest
debt on an annual basis.

Today, in fiscal year 1982, the interest
is approaching $100 billion and the inter-
est is calculated to be in the neighbor-
hood of $106 billion for fiscal year 1982.

I think my friend Dave Stockman in-
dicated that we have jumped in interest
payments in 1 year $35 billion. He said
even the big spending Congress would
have a rough time spending that much
money, although I would have to dispute
him on that particular last statement. I
think the big spending Congress can find
all kinds of innovative ways to spend
money. I think that we have to get
spending under control.

One of the worst aspects of the Fed-
eral budget, one that I fought against
ever since I have been here in the U.S.
Senate, happens to be the off budget
spending items.

Today as we enter into the 6th month
of the fiscal 1981 year, we are $55 billion
in deficit. and that does not include the
$23 billion in off budget deficits that the
Congress in its infinite wisdom decided
cannot be brought on budget.

In other words, we are around $78 bil-
lion in deficit. If we do not enact the
Reagan proposal, it will go to $90 billion
in deficit for fiscal year 1981.

Now, what makes those figures even
more bizarre is, as I said on the Budget
Committee last year in marking up the
first concurrent budget resolution by
May 15, 1980, the Budget Committee
came out with a lot of hoopla that they
had balanced the budget for the first
time in some 20 years. There were a
number of us on the committee who said
they were using phony econometric
models; that they had not balanced the
budget; that they were at least $30 bil-
lion in deficit; that the deficits were ris-
ing, and that did not even include the
off budget spending deficits of the then
$23 billion which is today $23 billion.

We were laughed at, ridiculed, and al-
most drummed out of town because of
making those particular comments.

By August of last year, the Budget
Committee prettv well had to admit that
they were at least $30 billion in deficit
and that the so-called grand balanced
budget of 1980 was not so grand, nor was
it balanced, nor was it anywhere near
balanced.

As we all know, instead of meeting the
by-law deadline of September 15, 1980—
September 15 date being the date where
all second concurrent budget resolutions
have to be passed—the Congress refused
to do that, refused to meet the laws of
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this country and pass a second concur-
rent budget resolution, and acted pursu-
ant to a continuing resolution which
threw the whole matter over until the
lameduck session.

When the startling election took place,
there was not much enthusiasm about
coming up with a second concurrent
budget resolution then. And, as we all
know, they even deferred the debt ceiling
limitation lift off until February of this
year when we had to increase it to $965
billion, good only until about October or
November of this year.

In other words, this year is going to
be such a banner year that it will be the
first year wherein we transcend the tril-
lion dollar budgetary deficit, with all of
the interest charges that are stacked
up against it.

Mr. President, on top of all of this, we
find that not only is spending running
out of control, not only is the Congress
inept in working within the budget proc-
ess or at least has been up to now, but
now we have testimony today by Alice
Rivlin, the head of the Congressional
Budget Office, based upon the same
faulty econometric model she has been
using all of these years, indicating, ac-
cording to her static economic analysis,
that the Reagan program will amount to
major deficits even in 1984.

Now, I would like to spend just a few
seconds talking about the econometric
models that have been used by the Con-
gressional Budget Office of some 200
people, working at the Federal Govern-
ment top pay scales for the most part,
many economists, many top profession-
als, who have, in my opinion, been de-
ceiving the American people because
they only look at the demand side of the
econometric equation and will not look
at the supply side of the econometric
equation and what will happen if, in
fact, you have productivity or other tax
rate reductions to stimulate the economy
on the supply side of the economy to
create a dvnamic econometric situation
or economy, instead of a static economy
from which we have been suffering over
these last number of vears.

I think it is really important that we
all consider that these econometric mod-
els used bv the CBO have heen so wrong
in the past that how can we give them
any credibility in the future? And yet
I suspect that many in our media will,
because the Congressional Budgzet Office
is so prestigious and has so many Ph. D.
economists working for it, buy the line
that the Reagan proeram is not going
to be successful or work.

In order to buy that line, you would
have to presume a static economy con-
tinuing, even though we have the stimmn-
lative effect of budget cuts—or should
I say additional spending budget cuts—
productivitv oriented tax rate reductions
in the 5-10-5 approach that President
Reagan has indicated in his message to
the ioint session of Conzress—and, I
might add, the 10-5-3 accelerated de-
preciation which should help many of
our businesses in society, a'thouch not
those who do not make profits—the re-
duction in the overrezulatorv burden
which should cut billions of dollars of
costs out of the programs that businesses
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are trying to present and produce, and,
of course, the gradual phase back of the
monetary supply which should stabilize
our monetary supp:y and quit the de-
bauchment of our currency which has
been occurring over the last 100 years.

I recall last year in that budget markup
that we got in a horrendous fight because
somebody who was sympathetic to the
econometric firht I had been waging in
the committee sent me a copy of a memo-
randum between the top staff director of
the Budget Committee and Senator
Muskie.

That memorandum indicated that
Mrs. Rivlin was scared to death or ex-
tremely concerned about my request for
hearings on the econometric models be-
cause she realized that if we got into
hearings on the econometric models she
would have to admit that the models
they are using are slanted and biased in
favor of Federal Government spending,
rather than stimulating effects to the
supply side or the private sector.

Now, I am extremely concerned that
the Congressional Budget Office has be-
come a major political battleground and
has been used as a major political foot-
ball to advance the outmoded, shopworn
theories of the past, certainly of the past
50 years, that have been afflicting and
besetting this country.

I suppose if you believe that Federal
Government deficit financing and spend-
ing really helps the economy, you could
point to the years when we had a low
monetary supply and low inflation. Cer-
tainly throwing more dollars into the
economy under those -circumstances
would look like it is helping the economy.
But that particular philosophy has
brought us to where we are today—and
where we are today is in frouble.

We are in trouble primarily because of
the same type of econometric modeling,
econometric approaches as Mrs. Rivlin
has been articulating on the Hill these
days. I for one am tired of it. I like her
personally. I think she is a very intelli-
gent and bright woman, but she is to-
tally stratified, in my opinion, by harken-
ing to the past and on the outmoded
theories of the past which have been
proved as unworkable. She has been to-
tally unwilling to look toward the
theories of the future, the supply side
theories that approach us that really
could pull this country out of its eco-
nomic morass and help to save it.

I, for one, intend to support the
Reagan program to the utmost limit that
I can.

On the Labor and Human Resources
Committee, we have cut, depending upon
which set of econometric assumptions
you use, an authorization of $11 billion
out of our total authorizing functions.
And that committee happens to be one
of the big authorizing committees on the
Hill. I think we have some 61 reauthor-
ization bills that have to be brought to
the floor before May 15 of this year. It is
almost an overwhelming experience to
try to do this.

I believe that, except for the little
over $500 million in outlays and about
$998 million in authority, the Labor and
Human Resources Committee has done
a tremendous job. We are a little over
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a billion dollars in authority and a lit-
tle over half a billion dollars in outlays
above where President Reagan wanted
us to cut. But we have cut, in essence,
$11 billion on a committee that has
never cut a dime, in my opinion, since
its existence. That committee has only
created legislation, created spending pro-
grams, created social spending programs
to the degree that all of us know that
we have to face the music and face the
responsibilities that have come from
committees that really have run away
as far as legislative programs have been
concerned.

With regard to the approximately $1
billion that we were unable to cut, I
think we were justified in not cutting
those, because $353 million was for the
handicapped, people who cannot help
themselves; $345 million happened to be
for block grants because we do not believe
we can get the implementing legislation
enacted in time to be able to prevent
the deterioration in program moneys for
the various States and local govern-
ments. The remaining $400 million we
put into youth employment in the pri-
vate sector and CETA. We feel those
three items out of the literally thousands
of items that we had to consider are
justified.

Beyond that, I believe our committee
will vote to maintain the Reagan cuts.
And I for one will do everything we pos-
sibly can to do so.

In the meantime, I again renew my re-
quest that we have hearings in the
Budget Committee, maybe the Finance
Committee, perhaps even in the Appro-
priations Committees concerning the
econometric models being used by the
Congressional Budget Office, because
they are biased and slanfed toward one
side of the econometric equation to the
extent that they are really unjustifiable
in the overall economic programs of this
country, certainly the overall economic
planning programs of this country.

Mr. President, I hope that we will sup-
port the President’s program. I do believe
that the people understand that we are
in trouble and that we must do some-
thing about it. Although we may differ
with regard to individual spending and
cut amounts, I think most all of us realize
that something has to be done. Now is the
time for the leadership and for us to fol-
low the leadership and do everything we
possibly can to not only get spending
under control buf to give people tax
breaks so that we can have more produc-
tivity in this country and more growth
and to reduce the regulatory burden
which is stifling this country to the nth
degree, and to put back the monetary
supply so we quit debauching our cur-
rency.

Mr. MATHIAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET
RESOLUTION

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, as we
consider the resolution before the Senate
to revise the Federal Government’s 1981
budget and to shape the 1982 budget, I
am reminded of E. B. White’s sage defini-
tion of democracy:
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Democracy is the recurrent suspiclion that
more than half of the people are right more
than half of the time.

In November the American people ex-
pressed themselves in answer to the sim-
ple question, “Are you better off now
than you were 4 years ago?” The people
spoke. Judging from the budget resolu-
tion now before the Senate, I would say
that the Senate Committee on the
Budget heard their answer and concurs
with E. B. White’s suspicion.

The budget resolution begins a long
legislative effort to fire up the engines of
economic development and to lift the
American economy out of stagnation. I
applaud that goal.

I do not expect that the budget pro-
posed by this resolution will solve all of
our economic problems and it will not
solve any problem immediately. It took
many years for our economy to reach
this low point. It is only realistic to ex-
pect that it will take time for recovery.

There are many causes of our infla-
tionary economic problems. Expansion of
the Federal deficit, declining productiv-
itv, overrezulation, high-priced imported
energy, continuing trade deficits and in-
consistent monetary policies all contrib-
ute to the fundamental instability of the
economy. Too much Government spend-
ing is the specific cause of inflation ad-
dressed by this resolution, but let us not
disregard these other causes.

To put a brake on unreasonable spend-
ing, to reverse runaway Government ex-
pansion, to give individuals and industry
greater incentive for investment—these
are necessary actions if we are to spur
economic growth and thereby benefit all
segments of the American soclety.

I too recognize that excessive Govern-
ment spending and growing Federal defi-
cits have shaped the economic climate.
The idea that America can live beyond
her means and yet expect a constantly
rising standard of living is no longer ten-
able. Surely Government must set the
pace and the standard for budget
responsibility.

As chairman of the Senate Committee
on Rules and Administration, I am par-
ticularly concerned about reducing Sen-
ate spending. We cut the budget of the
Rules Committee by more than 10 per-
cent and we achieved an overall cut of 10
percent among all Senate committee
budgets. The Senate has set a positive
example for the rest of the Federal
Government.

The budget resolution is a sturdy ef-
fort to change the national psychology,
and I welcome that. Individuals and
businesses decide to work, to save and
to invest based upon their personal eco-
nomic assessments and upon their per-
ceptions of the national effort to invigo-
rate the economy.

This budget resolution and its recon-
ciliation provisions are dramatic state-
ments of congressional intent to rein in
Government spending. Controversy is
bound to swirl around specific aspects of
the proposal in the days and weeks
ahead.

The traditional ideas about public
spending have now been ordered to stand
up and account for themselves. That
is a useful exercise. Certainly there have
been more than enough public mistakes
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in recent years. But as we conduct this
review, we must take care not to throw
the baby out with the bath water.

It would be unfortunate if the rallying
cry against Government extravagance
became a cry against all Government ac-
tivities. It is the inelfective, inefficient
or wasteful Government programs that
must be addressed. Many legitimate,
constructive, and responsive Govern-
ment activities serve the public interest.
These must not be slashed with an ax
when a judicious trim from a paring
knife would be adequate.

The aim is to make Government pro-
grams cost-effective and responsive to
genuine need.

I believe that the American people can
live and prosper with the overall spend-
ing ceilings set by the budget resolution.
I do not accept all of the program budg-
ets suggested by the Budget Committee.
In fact, when the Senate considers spe-
cific programs in the 13 individual ap-
propriations acts later this year, I ex-
pect to support some alternative funding
levels and to propose alternative cuts,
as requested by President Reagan when
he submitted his budget. We should all
recognize that the possibilities for in-
creases in program funding beyond the
President's proposals will be slim in-
deed without offsetting reduction in
other programs.

We must continue to meet our obli-
gations to those who cannot work or can-
not find work and who are unable to
improve impoverished circumstances. I
do not for one moment imagine that
budget cutting will be easy. My experi-
ence in cutting the budget of the Sen-
ate’s own committees showed how hard
it can be.

Every reduction we consider may re-
sult in some discomfort, perhaps even
pain, The challenge before us, therefore,
is to use limited public funds creatively
and efficiently and in the most cost-ef-
fective ways possible; and if pain is to
be inflicted, to inflict it on those who can
best stand the pain.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition? g

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business, not to exceed 15 min-
utes in length, in which Senators speak
for not more than 5 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to the
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Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his sec-
retaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting a sundry
nomination and a treaty which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

(The nomination and treaty received
today are printed at the end of the Sen-
ate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. DOLE, from the Committee on Fi-
nance:

Beryl Wayne Sprinkel, of Illinois, to be
Under Secretary of the Treasury for Monetary
Affairs.

Norman B. Ture, of Virginia, to be Under
Secretary of the Treasury.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first and
second time by unanimous consent, and
referred as indicated:

By Mr. GOLDWATER (for himself and
Mr. DECONCINT) :

S. 794. A bill to amend the National Tralls
Svstem Act to desirnate the Ceneral Crook
Trall in Arizonsa and the Beale Wagon Road
in Arizona, for study to determine the feasi-
bility and desirability of thelr designation as
national historic tralls; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself and
Mr. DECONCINT) :

8. 795. A bill to amend the Sherman Act
and the Clayton Act to exclude from the ap-
plication of such acts certain conduct involv-
ing exports; to the Committee on the Judiel-

ary.
By Mr. ZORINSKY:

S. 796. A bill entitled “Rural Telephone
Bank Amendment Act of 1981"; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry.

By Mr. MATHIAS (for himself and Mr.
SARBANES) :

S. 797. A bill to provide for the issuance of
a postage stamp to commemorate the 200th
anniversary of the election of John Hanson
of Maryland as first President of the United
States In Congress assembled; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself and Mr.
LEVIN) :

B. T98. A bill to provide a program of emer-
gency uncmployment compensation; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. HATCH:

8. 799. A bill to amend the Public Health
Services Act to revise and extend titles VII
and VIII of such act with regard to train-
ing in health professions and nursing, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources;

8. B00. A bill to amend the Public Health
Services Act to revise provisions relating to
research in health statistics and health serv-
ices, support for medical llbraries, and the
National Research Service Awards, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources;
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S. 801. A bill to amend the Public Health
Services Act to revise provisions relating to
the National Health Service Corps; to the
Committes on Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. ZORINSKY:

8. 802. A bill to remove the Soviet grain
embargo unless the President takes certain
action; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. DURENBERGER:

S. 803. A bill to authorize construction of
a project for flood control and other pur-
poses on the South Fork Zumbro River at
Rochester, Minn.; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works;

S. 804. A bill to modify the project for flood
protection ot Winona, Minn.; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. GOLDWATER (for him-
self and Mr. DECONCINI) :

S. 794. A bill to amend the National
Trails System Act to designate the
General Crook Trail in Arizona and the
Beale Wagon Road in Arizona, for
study to determine the feasibility and
desirability of their designation as na-
tional historic trails; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

NATIONAL HISTORIC TRAILS LEGISLATION

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
am introducing today, for myself and
my colleague from Arizona, Mr, De-
Cowncini, a bill to provide for a study
to determine the feasibility and desir-
ability of designating as national his-
toric trails, the General Crook Trail in
Arizona and the Beale Wagon Road in
Arizona.

These two old roads meet the criteria
established in the National Parks and
Recreation Act of 1978. Their routes are
known and are in a remarkable state
of preservation. Both have a high de-
gree of recreation potential as hiking
and riding trails through some of north-
ern Arizona’s most scenic country.

Of the two, the Crook Trail is the
most developed at this time. It goes
from Prescott, across the Mogollon Rim
to Fort Apache, and even further on
to Fort Craig in New Mexico. It was
the chief supply and tactical route to
Fort Apache during Crook’s first cam-
paign against the Apaches. In addition,
the trail has been named Arizona's first
State Historic Trail by the State parks
board.

The Beale Wagon Road was probably
the first federally funded road in the
far Southwest, and constructed in 1858-
59 by Lt. Edward Beale, famed for the
Army's experiment in Arizona with
camels. It rivaled the California cut-
off of the Oregon Trail for immigrant
travel both before and after the Civil
War, Its route is closely followed by
Highway 66 across Oklahoma, New
Mexico, and Arizona.

It gives me great pleasure to rein-
troduce this bill at the request of the
Grand Canyon Council of the Boy
Scouts of America. This is their special

project and as it happens, locating the

Crook Trail for preservation and public
use was the Council’s bicentennial proj-
ect. The work was done under the guid-
ance of Dr. Eldon Bowman, of Northern
Arizona University. These young men
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and Dr. Bowman have done a fine job
and we are very proud of their contri-
butions to Arizona’s history.e

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself
and Mr. DECONCINT) :

S. 795. A bill to amend the Sherman
Act and the Clayton Act to exclude from
the application of such acts certain con-
duct involving exports; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

FOREIGN TRADE ANTITRUST IMPROVEMENTS ACT
oF 1981

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am
today introducing the Foreign Trade
Antitrust Improvements Act of 1981. This
bill is identical to a bill cosponsored in
the House, H.R. 2326, by the chairman
and ranking Republican member of the
House Judiciary Committee, Mr. Ropino
and Mr, McCLORY.

The bill would amend the Sherman and
Clayton Acts to clarify the international
application of U.S. antitrust laws. Spe-
cifically, the bill provides that the Sher-
man Act would prohibit only conduct
which has a direct and substantial effect
on commerce within the United States,
or on a domestic firm competing for for-
eign trade. The bill also would protect
joint ventures that are limited to export
trading from challenges under section 7
of the Clayton Act.

The purpose of this legislation is to aid
the efforts of American business to com-
pete vigorously and effectively through-
out the world. The bill is designed to re-
lieve the antitrust concerns of American
businessmen over their conduct which
primarily affects foreign, rather than do-
mestic, markets. It would allow them to
compete on more nearly equal terms with
other great industrial and commercial
powers.

This bill, therefore, insures the proper
focus and direction for our antitrust laws.
Since the purpose of these laws is to pro-
tect our domestic markets and our con-
sumers against anticompetitive conduct,
there is no good reason to have our anti-
trust laws applicable to export transac-
tions where direct and substantial do-
mestic anticompetitive effects are non-
existent. It should be noted that this bill
does not and should not try to relieve
American business from compliance with
the antitrust laws of other countries in
the world where U.S. companies do
business.

At the present time, the Federal courts
consider a variety of factors in deciding
whether to assert Sherman Act jurisdic-
tion over conduct occurring in the course
of foreign trade. Such factors include the
effect of the course of conduct on com-
merce in the United States; the relative
interests of the United States vis-a-vis
those of the country where the conduct or
the effects occur; the nationality or al-
legiance of the parties; and the extent to
which there is an explicit purpose to
harm or affect American commerce.

This bill would not remove these fac-
tors from consideration in deciding
whether to apply our antitrust lJaws to
any particular conduct. It would, how-
ever, provide that before these or any
other factors may be considered, there
must be a threshold determination that
the conduct has had the requisite direct
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and substantial effect on commerce in
this country. Without this determination
at the outset, no Federal court should
entertain a Sherman Act suit.

Section 3 of the bill removes from the
reach of the Clayton Act joint ventures
formed to conduet export trade. Rather,
such joint ventures, like other concerted
activity in foreign trade, would be ana-
lyzed solely under the Sherman Act by
looking to their actual effects. Therefore,
since section 7 of the Clayton Act is de-
signed to eliminate, in their incipiency,
combinations which “may” tend to lessen
competition at some future date, it could
not be used to challenge joint ventures.
By analyzing export trading joint
ventures in terms of their actual direct
and substantial effect on U.S. commerce,
such agreements will not be frustrated
un the basis of a speculative fear that
they may later adversely affect domestic
commerce,

I am hopeful, Mr. President, that this
measure to revitalize America’s competi-
tive position worldwide will receive sup-
port from both sides of the aisle.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REcoOrp, as
follows:

8. Te5

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Foreign Trade An-
titrust Improvements Act of 1981".

Sec. 2. The Sherman Act (15 U.S.C. 1 et
seq.) is amended by inserting after section 6
the following new section:

“Sec. 7. This Act shall not apply to con-
duct involving trade or commerce with any
foreign nation unless such conduct has a
direct and substantial effect on trade or com-
merce within the United States or has the
effect of excluding a domestic person from
trade or commerce with such foreign na-
tion."”.

Sec. 3. Section 7 of the Clayton Act (15
U.S.C. 18) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following:

“This section shall nct apply to joint ven-
tures limited solely to export trading, in
|roods or services, from the United States to
& foreign nation.”.

By Mr. ZORINSKY:

S. 796. A bill eutitled “Rural Tele-
phone Bank Amendment Act of 1981”:
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry.

RURAL TELEPHONE BANK AMENDMENT ACT OF
1981

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, I am
introducing legislation today to extend
the authorization ior the Federal pur-
chase of class A stock of the Rural Tele-
phone Bank. This bill will continue the
annual $30 million Federal purchase of
stock for another 10 years. In addition,
the bill will delay the repayment by the

ank of the Federal money until after
September 30, 1995.

The Rural Telephone Bank was es-
tablished by Public Law 92-12 which
authorized the Federal Government to
purchase annual increments of $30 mil-
lion of class A stock of the bank. The
money from this purchase, when added
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to funds from other sources, produces
loan funds that bear interest at an in-
termediate cost level. These interest
levels are designed to base the cost of
money on the ability of the small rural
telephone companies to pay. This in
turn reduces the need for the low cost
insured programs of the Rural Electri-
fication Administration.

Recently, studies have shown that
without further purchases of class A
stock by the Government, interest rates
for Rural Telephone Bank loans would
escalate dramatically, forcing a num-
ber of telephone companies who cur-
rently meet the criteria for a Rural Tele-
phone Bank loan into the lower inter-
est insured program. The net result
would be an increased cost to the Gov-
ernment.

During its short history the bank has
proven successful in meeting the demand
for loan funds for the development of
rural telephone service. However, accel-
erating technological advances in tele-
communications will make a much
stronger source of intermediate cost
financing needed in the future if rural
areas are to maintain communications
services and facilities equivalent to those
available in urban areas.

The record of the telephone compa-
nies in their commitment to serve our
farm families, and the accomplishments
of the Rural Electrification Administra-
tion and the Rural Telephone Bank con-
vinces me that this legislation is needed
to assure the continuation of this most
successful program. To date, the Rural
Telephone Bank has provided over $1.3
billion in loan funds to improve existing
telephone plants and to build new tele-
communication facilities in the remote
areas of our Nation. It is estimated that
more than 12 million persons are pres-
ently served by these facilities.

Since the Federal Government first
provided funds for the development of
rural telephone systems in 1949, much
has been accomplished. There is com-
plete agreement that, without the REA
and the moneys and the technical ex-
pertise it has provided, the public goal
of universal service, or single-party tele-
phone service in every home, could not
have come as far as it has. But there is
still much to be done. There remain
many locations in rural America where
this goal has not been reached. Further-
more, the enhanced services now being
offered in urban and suburban America
must of necessity, be made available to
rural America if they are to be brought
into the telecommunications mainstream
of this country.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to join me in working toward speedy
passage of this bill. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this bill and a copy
of the Comptroller General’s report to
Congress on the Rural Telephone Bank
for fiscal year 1979 be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill let-
ter and the report were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

8. 796

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
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Act may be cited as the “Rural Telephone
Bank Amendment Act of 1981".

SEc. 2. The Rural Electrification Act of
1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 901-850 b), 1s
further amended as follows:

(a) The second sentence of section 408(a)
is amended by inserting after ‘“thereafter”
the words “'but not later than flscal year
1981", and by striking *$300,000,000" and
inserting in lleu thereof *$600,000,000".

(b) The first sentence of section 406(c) is
amended by striking *“September 30, 1985"
and inserting in lleu thereof “‘September 30,
1995" and by striking “and after the amount
of class A and class B stock issued totals
$400,000,000".

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE
UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C.
To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives:

This report summarlzes the results of our
examination of the financial statements of
the Rural Telephone Bank, Department of
Agriculture, for the flscal year ended Sep-
tember 30, 1979.

The financial statements for the year
ended September 30, 1978, which are pre-
sented for comparative purposes only, were
not examined by us. Therefore, we do not
express an opinlon on the 1978 statements.

‘We made our examination pursuant to the
Government Corporation Control Act (31
U.S.C. B4l1).

Coples of the report are belng sent to
the Director, Ofice of Management and
Budget; the Secretarles of Agriculture and
the Treasury; and the Governor, Rural Tele-
phono Bank,

ELLMER B. STAATS,
Comptroller General of the United States.
REPORT
CHAPTER 1—INTRODUCTION

Public Law 92-12 dated May 7, 1971, estab-
lished the Rural Telephone Bank (RTB) to
make loans for the construction, improve-
ment, expansion, acquisition, and operation
of telephone lines, facllities, or systems in
rural areas. The law amended the Rural
Electrification Act of 1836 (7 U.S.C. 901)
which, since 19489, has authorized the Ad-
ministrator of the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration (REA), Department of Agricul-
ture, to make loans for essentially the same
purposes as the REA telephone program, that
is, furnishing and improving telephone serv-
ice in rural areas. To the extent practicable,
RTB is to obtain funds from non-Federal
sources and to conduct its operations on a
self-sustaining basis.

In fiscal year 1879 RTB loaned $130 milllop
to rural telephone systems. It has loanes
£1.2 billlon since its inception. The amounta
borrowed from the U.S. Treasury, interest
earned on loans, and proceeds from the sale
of stock are RTB's primary sources of funds.

Management and administration

RTB, an agency of the Federal Govern-
ment, is subject to the direction of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture. The Administrator of
the Rural Electrification Administration, who
is also the Governor of RTB, is RTB's chief
executive officer.

RTB has a 13-member board of directors
which is responsible for its management. The
Administrator of REA, the Governor of the
Farm Credit Administration, five Presidential
appointees, and six people elected by RTB's
stockholders serve on the board. RTB has no
employees; however, the RTB operations are
performed by REA employees who also have
similar responsibilities for REA operations.

Capitalizaticon

RTB issues three classes of capital stock:
(1) class A to the Government, (2) class B
to RTB borrowers, and (3) class C to RTB
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borrowers, organizations eligible to borrow,
and organizations controlled by borrowers or
eligible borrowers.

Class A stock

Class A stock has a par value of #1 a share
and is issued, at par, only to the Administra-
tor of REA on behalf of the United States.
The United States provides money for the
purchase of class A stock by REA. Public
Law 92-12 authorizes the Congress to appro-
priate up to $30 million annually for the
purchase of class A stock until RTB has
issued $300 million of class A stock. As of
September 30, 1979, RTB had $247,500,000 of
class A stock outstanding.

Public Law 92-12 also authorizes RTB to
pay the United States a 2-percent annual
return on the class A stock outstanding.
This return is cumulative and must be paid
from RTB’s income, In fiscal year 1979 RTB
paid $4.9 million to the U.S. Treasury.

RTB must retire its class A stock as soon
as practicable after September 30, 1985, as
long as its Board of Directors determines
that such retirement will not impair RTB's
operations.

Class B stock

Class B stock has & par value of §1 a share.
Borrowers must purchase, at par, class B
stock equaling 5 percent of the amount bor-
rowed excluding the amounts borrowed to
purchase such stock. As of September 30,
1979, RTB had $56 million of class B stock
outstanding. Although class B stockholders
do not recelve dividends, they receive annual
patronage refunds in the form of additlonal
shares of class B stock. RTB’'s Board of Di-
rectors determines the amount of the pa-
tronage refund, which s made from net
income after deducting the return on class
A stock, cash dividends on class C stock, and
any addition to the reserve for contingen-
cles. In fiscal year 1979 RTB Issued $3.7 mil-
lion of class B stock as a patronage refund.

Class C stock

Class C stock has a par value of $1000 a
share and is issued at par only to borrowers;
to corporations and public bodles eligible to
borrow: or to organizations controlled by
such borrowers, corporations, and public
bodles. As of September 30, 1979, RTB had
£548,000 of class C stock outstanding.

Class C stockholders may be pald divi-
dends from RTB's income if the Board of
Directors declares such dividends. The Board
can only declare dividends on class C stock
when Income exceeds the 2-percent return
on class A stock. Until all class A stock is
retired, the dividend on class C stock can-
not exceed the average rate of interest RTB
peva to horeaw moneyv. Tn fiscal vear 1979
RTB pald $32,820 in dividends on class C
stock.

Conversion of ownershin. omeration, and con-
trol of the bank

When 51 perrent of the maximum amount
of class A stock Issued and ontstanding at
any time after September 30, 1085, has been
retired:

The powers and authority of the Adminis-
trator of REA will be vested in RTB's Board
of Directors, and the Board will select a new
Governor for RTB.

The five Board members appointed by the
President will no longer be members of the
Board.

RTB will no longer be a U.S. agency.

RTB will continue as an instrumentality
of the United States and a banking corpora-
tion.

When all class A stock has been retired,
RTB loans will not be subject to restrictlons
imposed by Public Law 92-12; however, after
that time, the Congress can continue to re-
view RTB's operations.

CHAPTER 2—OPERATIONS
Borrowing power
Public Law 92-12 authorizes RTE to obtaln
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funds by selling its bonds, debentures, notes,
and other evidences of indebtedness (col-
lectively called telephone debentures). RTB's
Board of Directors determines when tele-
phone debentures may be issued, their inter-
est rate, and other terms and conditions.
The amount of outstanding telephone de-
bentures may not exceed 20 times RTB's
pald-in capital and retained earnings.

On June 30, 1972, Public Law 92-324 gave
the Secretary of the Treasury the authority
to purchase RTB's telephone debentures. The
Secretary of the Treasury determines the
rate of return that must be realized on any
telephone debentures purchased. The cur-
rent average yleld on outstanding marketable
U.S. securities with comparable maturity
must be considered.

At September 30, 1979, cumulative deben-
tures borrowings from the Secretary of the
Treasury amounted to $394,868,000 at varlous
interest rates, as shown below.

Borrowings from Treasu
from inception througl
pt. 30
Interest rate:

7.250. $5, 071, 000
7.375. 7, 667, D00
7.500.
7.625.
1.750.

394, 868, 000

RTB can repay amounts borrowed from
the Treasury through the sale of telephone
debentures at any time. Repayments will be
applied to the oldest amounts outstanding.
No amounts borrowed from the Treasury had
been repaid as of September 30, 1979.

The Secretary of the Treasury can sell
acquired telephone debentures at any price
considered appropriate. All purchases and
sales of telephone debentures by the Secre-
tary are treated as public debt transactions
of the United States.

Lending power

RTB can make loans, in conformity with
policles approved by the Board of Directors,
to corporations and public bodies which
have recelved an REA loan or loan commit-
ment or have been certified by the Adminis-
trator of REA to be eligible for a loan or
loan commitment. RTB's loans may be
made—

For the same purposes as REA loans made
under section 201;

To finance or refinance the construction,
improvement, expansion, acquisition and
operation of telephone lines, facilities, or
systems in rural areas to improve efficiency,
effectiveness or financlal stability of bor-
rowers; or

To finance the purchase of class B stock.

The Rural Electrification Act requires that
RTB, rather than REA, loan funds if the bor-
rower is eligible for an RTB loan and RTB
has funds available. However, all loans for
telephone system facilities which, on the
average, will have three or fewer subscribers
for each mile of telephone line are to be
made by REA unless the borrower elects to
take an RTB loan instead.

RTB loans can only be made when, in the
judgment of the Governor of RTB, (1) the
loan has adequate security and will be re-
paid within the time agreed and (2) the
borrower is able to earn net income before
interest which is at least 150 percent of the
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interest requirements on all of its outstand-
ing and proposed loans or, if this is not true,
this requirement should be waived because
it prevents emergency restoration of the bor-
rower's system or otherwise results in severe
hardship to the borrower.

The Governor of RTB determines the
terms and conditions of RTB loans that are
not specified by law. The Rural Electrifica~
tion Act, as amended, requires that the in-
terest rate on an RTB loan be equal to RTB's
average cost of money; however, the interest
rate cannot be less than 5 percent per
annum. The act also requires that RTB
loans be repald within 50 years.

RTB borrowers may not sell or dispose of
property. rights. or franchises acquired under
the provisions of the Rural Electrification
Act, as amended, without the approval of
RTB's chief executive officer until any loans
obtained from RTB, including all interest
and charges, have been repaid.

Cost of operations

The interest cost of money borrowed from
the Treasury through the sale of telephone
debentures in fiscal year 1979 ranged from
8.875 to 9.25 percent a year. The total interest
cost for fiscal year 1979 was $27,930,503.

The Rural Electrification Act authorizes
RTB to partially or jointly use the facilities
and services of REA or any other agency of
the Department of Agriculture without cost,
and thus are not shown as expenses on the
RTB statement. Costs incurred by REA as it
provides facilities and services to RTB are
generally for salaries and related benefits,
employee travel, and automatic data
processing.

CHAPTER 3—SCOPE OF EXAMINATION AND
OPINION ON FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
Scope of examination

We have examined the Statement of Fi-
nancial Condition as of September 30, 1979,
and the Statements of Income, Expenses, and
Patronage Capital and Changes in Financial
Condition for the fiscal year ended September
30, 1979. Our examination was made In ac-
cordance with Comptroller General standards
for financial and compliance audits and in-
cluded such tests of the accounting records
and such other auditing procedures as we
considered necessary in the circumstances. We
also reviewed RTB's system of internal con-
trol and its compliance with applicable laws,
rules, and regulations.

The financial statements for the year
ended September 30, 1978, which are pre-
sented for comparative purposes only, were
not examined by us. Therefore, we do not
express an opinion on the 1978 statements.

Opinion on financial statements

In our opinion, the accompanying financial
statements (schedules 1 through 3) present
fairly the financial position of the Rural
Telenhone Bank at September 30, 1979, and
its income, expenses, patronage capital, and
changes in financial position for the fiscal
year then ended, in conformity with gener-
ally accepted accounting principles.

By Mr. MATHIAS (for himself and
MTr. SARBANES) :

S. 797. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a postage stamp to commemorate the
200th anniversary of the election of John
Hanson of Maryland as first President of
the United States in Congress assembled;
to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs.

ISSUANCE OF POSTAGE STAMP HONORING THE AN~
NIVERSARY OF THE ELECTION OF JOHN HAN=-
SON OF MARYLAND AS FIRST PRESIDENT oF
THE UNITED STATES IN CONGRESS ASSEMBLED
(Remarks on this legislation appear

earlier in today's RECORD.)
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By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself and
Mr. LEVIN) :

S. 798. A bill to provide a program of
emergency unemployment compensation;
to the Committee on Finance.

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT

® Mr. RIEGLE. Mr, President, I am today
introducing legislation for myself and
Senator LeviN to establish a program of
emergency unemployment benefits for
individuals who have exhausted their en-
titlement to regular and extended unem-
ployment benefits under existing law.

Most States now provide 26 weeks of
unemployment benefits under their reg-
ular State unemployment compensation
program. During periods of high unem-
ployment, a maximum of 13 additional
weeks of benefits are payable under the
Federal-State extended benefits program,
to workers who have exhausted their
regular State benefits without securing
employment. Extended benefits are pay-
able in a particular State if the rate of
insured unemployment in that State is at
least 4 percent, but only if the State's in-
sured unemployment rate is 20 percent
higher than it was in the preceding 2
years.

At the State’s option, extended benefits
in that State can also be triggered if the
State’s insured unemployment rate is at
least 5 percent, without regard to how
that rate compares to previous years. In
addition, extended benefits are payable
in all States if insured unemployment for
the Nation as a whole equals or exceeds
4.5 percent in each of the 3 most recent
calendar months.

During the 1975-77 recession, it rapidly
became evident that the combination of
regular and extended benefits under ex-
isting law was insufficient to protect
workers against sustained levels of severe
unemployment. Tens of thousands of
workers exhausted extended benefits, but
were unable to find jobs in an economy
suffering from deep recession.

In response, the Congress enacted the
Federal supplemental benefits program
providing a temporary extension of un-
employment benefits for jobless workers.
While the legislation initially provided
that workers could collect a maximum of
65 weeks in combined State, extended
and Federal supplemental benefits, this
was subsequently lowered to a combined
maximum of 52 weeks.

The Emergency Unemployment Com-
pensation Act, which established this
temporary additional benefit protection,
expired in 1978. As a result, individuals
in States with high unemployment who
exhaust their benefits today are left to
fend for themselves.

On August 28, 1980, in response to per-
sistently high unemployment, President
Carter called for legislation to extend
the duration of unemployment benefits
for jobless workers hit by the recession.

Legislation (H.R. 8146) authorizing an
additional 10 weeks of emergency unem-
ployment benefits passed the House on
September 30, 1980, by a vote of 336 to 71.
On October 1, 1980, the Senate approved
H.R. 8146 by voice vote. H.R. 8146 would
have made jobless workers eligible for a
maximum of 49 weeks of combined regu-
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lar, extended, and supplemental unem-
ployment benefits.

Although both the House and Senate-
passed versions of H.R. 8146 provided for
a 10-week benefit extension, a controver-
sial package of amendments dealing with
other aspects of the unemployment in-
surance program were added to the bill
on the Senate floor. The House and Sen-
ate were unable to resolve their differ-
ences prior to the sine die adjournment
of the 96th Congress and the legislation
was thus not enacted.

The need for emergency legislation
extending the duration of unemploy-
ment benefits has not diminished, how-
ever. Nationally, unemployment stands at
7.4 percent. High as this figure is, the sit-
uation in many States is even more
severe.

In my own State of Michigan, sea-
sonally adjusted unemployment has now
reached 14.2 percent, and 604,000 people
are jobless. The extended benefits pro-
gram has been triggered on in Michi-
gan since October 6, 1979.

More than 300,000 jobless workers are
collecting unemployment insurance;
260,700 jobless workers have already ex-
hausted their unemployment benefits
without being able to secure employment
in Michigan's severely distressed
economy.

The number of exhaustees is pro-
jected to climb at a rate of 20,000 per-
sons per month for the foreseeable fu-
ture, according to Michigan’s Employ-
ment Security Commission.

Nor is Michigan the only State suffer-
ing from severe unemployment. In Jan-
uary 1981, the unemployment rate in
Ohio was 10.4 percent, in Illinois 9.9 per-
cent, in Pennsylvania 9.1 percent, and
in New York 8.3 percent.

These jobless workers have lost their
jobs through no fault of their own. After
they exhaust the unemployment bene-
fits available under current law, they
often have no place to turn. Few of their
families are immediately eligible for wel-
fare—and in those 26 States which do
not cover families where both parents
are present in the home under their wel-
fare system, they will never be eligible.

Furthermore, few States provide ade-
auate emergency assistance to those not
eligible for welfare.

The stress which these jobless workers
and their family face is reflected in in-
creased alcohol and drug abuse, in de-
pression and other health and mental
health problems, and in family
instability.

These workers and their families need
and deserve our attention. The legisla-
tion we are introducing today would pro-
vide badly needed additional protection
under the unemployment insurance sys-
tem. I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this urgent and important
legislation.®
® Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to cosponsor legislation intro-
duced by Senator RiecLE today which
will establish a program of emergency
unemployment benefits for individuals
who have exhausted their regular 26
weeks and extended 13 weeks of benefits.

In the 96th Congress, Senator RIEGLE
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and I introduced a similar bill. On Oe-
tober 1, 1980, this bill was debated and
considered by the Senate and in a modi-
fied form agreed upon.

A great deal of work went into this
legislation and with the assistance of
members of the Finance Committee, we
were able to pass this important piece of
legislation. Unfortunately, we were un-
able to come to an agreement with the
House and the bill died.

The unemployment situation in the
United States has worsened since we
originally introduced this bill last spring.
At that time, the national unemployment
rate was 7 percent, now it is 7.3 percent.
The latest figures for the 10 largest
States show unemployment rates higher
now than a year ago in 9 of the 10 States.

For all of 1980, the average unemploy-
ment rate was 7.1 percent up consider-
ably from the 5.8 percent average of the
preceding year. For February 1981,
there were 7.8 million Americans offi-
cially unemployed. That is a totally un-
acceptable figure.

I might add that in the fourth quarter
of 1980, there were an additional 1.055
million “discouraged workers,” persons
who are not counted in the unemploy-
ment figures because they have given up
looking for work in our depressed
economy.

In my home State of Michigan, the
situation is even worse. The latest figures
we have are February and they show an
adjusted unemployment rate of 13.5 per-
cent with 574,000 workers unemployed.
The unadjusted figures place the rate at
14.2 percent with 604,000 persons out of
work.

These statistics reflect nearly a 3-per-
cent increase over a year ago, with about
100,000 more workers unemployed. Even
more serious is that 20,000 Michigan
workers are exhausting their regular and
extended benefits each month.

More workers ran out of benefits in
1980 than at any time in the program’s
43-year history. That figure is estimated
to be 285,000.

Naturally, with this increasing unem-
ployment and exhaustion of benefits,
many, many workers are finding them-
selves without any source of income ex-
cept welfare.

For these citizens, the current state of
our economy is more than a statistic. It
is the denial of their ability to discharge
their basic measure of human worth—
the ability to be a productive and con-
tributing member of this society. We
have an environment in which people
cannot find work, and a system which
punishes them for not working.

During the recession of the mid-1970’s,
we had a similar situation and Congress
acted by authorizing a similar program
to the one introduced today and provided
an additional 13 weeks of emergency un-
employment benefits.

Congress should act quickly to take
the same action now. There is simply no
reason why we should force members of
our work force onto the welfare rolls.

In Michigan, the caseloads for AFDC-
U and general assistance have increased
dramatically over the past year. Long-
term unemployment already places a
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great deal of tension on our out-of-work
citizens and their families. The eligi-
bility requirements of welfare which re-
quires persons to divest themselves of
their possessions and resources and the
social stigma often inappropriately ap-
plied to welfare recipients ought not be
added to the woes of those who have ex-
hausted unemployment benefits.

The situation does not promise much
improvement during 1981. The Presi-
dent’s 1982 budget assumes T percent
average unemployment for 1981. The
Congressional Budget Office estimates
7.9 percent in the second quarter of 1981
and some private forecasters believe the
number of workers unemployed in 1981
will exceed 8 percent.

We need a program of emergency un-
employment benefits for workers who
have exhausted their extended benefits
or will do so in the near future. These
workers are involuntarily unemployed
and we must come to their assistance
now as Congress has done in the past.@

By Mr. HATCH:

S. 799. A bill to amend the Public
Health Services Act to revise and extend
titles VII and VIII of such act with
regard to training in health professions
and nursing, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources.

HEALTH PROFESSIONS EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE
AND NURSE TRAINING ACT

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am today
introducing the Health Professions
Educational Assistance and Nurse Train-
ing Act of 1981. This is a thorough re-
examination of titles VII and VIII of the
Public Health Service Act, which pro-
vides for Federal programs affecting the
education of the health professionals,
including nurses. This bill builds upon
the work done over the last 2 years by
the Senate Committee on Labor and
Human Resources, especially our dis-
tinguished former colleague, Secretary
Richard S. Schweiker. However, in
recognition of the current budgetary
constraints, this bill is lean. It reflects
a number of hard decisions that may
not be popular but which are my con-
sidered judgment as to where the highest
Federal priorities are within the scope of
this legislation. As a result, some worth-
while programs have not been continued
and in a number of potentially useful
areas new initiatives have not been
sought. However, I believe that this bill
does justice to the most pressing needs
within the health professions.

My bill, in dealing with institutional
support, special projects, construction,
and other traditional areas of support, is
guided by one overarching principal:
That there will be a substantial physi-
cian “surplus” by the mid-1980’s and
that this will result in substantial
changes in the delivery of health care in
the United States. Previous health man-
power legislation has had just the oppo-
site purpose: To alleviate the physician
shortage. The changes prorosed in mv
bill are in part a tribute to the success of
these past efforts.

I am convinced that the surplus will
result in more competition among pro-
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viders, a better geographic distribution
of health care services, and a better spe-
cialty distribution among physicians.

Though figures clearly show a sur-
plus of physicians and other health care
providers, I am concerned shortages still
remain in the field of nursing. A need for
more highly skilled and trained nurse
specialists, salaries, and advancement
which are not competitive with other
careers, unattractive hours and working
conditions, all contribute to current
nurse shortages. There is a Federal role,
though limited, in eliminating these
shortages. Through title VIII, The Nurse
Training Act, we can help improve the
attractiveness of the nursing profession,
put emphasis on career mobility for di-
ploma and assoc’ate degree nurses
through enhancement of their educa-
tional credentials and provide oppor-
tunities for advanced nurse training.
Further through loan and grant pro-
grams under the Higher Education Act,
we can continue to assist nursing stu-
dents in obtaining financial assistance
for their education.

In revising the health manpower lez-
islation, my bill attempts to focus the
limited resources on the very few areas
which still need Federal attention:
Stimulating training in primary care and
rehabilitative medicine; assuring ade-
quate professional support for individ-
uals who practice in underserved areas;
improving the attractiveness of the
nursing profession; helping health pro-
fessions schools to attract and retain
more disadvantaged students; and as-
sisting health professiors schools to sur-
vive limited periods of financial distress.

Specifically, the main features of my
bill are:

First, the health education assistance
loan (HEAL) program under which
health professions students can borrow
through the private loan capital market
to finance their education is continued;

Second, the health professions student
loan program and the nursing student
loan program, which provide direct loans
to health professions students, are al-
lowed to continue using funds available
from the revolving funds. Interest rates
under the program are increased. No new
ﬁeral appropriations are needed for

program;

Third, the National Health Service
Corps scholarship is transferred to title
IIT of the Public Health Service Act
where it is covered by another bill I have
introduced today;

Fourth, the existing programs to stim-
ulate primary care—family medicine,
general internal, and pediatric medi-
cine—are revised and continued. This in-
cludes support for residency programs,
programs to train students and teachers,
and support for family medicine depart-
ments;

Fifth, two new provisions highlight
important areas of concern for the
1980's: Professional support for health
care providers practicing in underserved
areas and training needs in physical and
rehabilitative medicine;

Sixth, an existing program to assist
health professions schools to survive lim-
ited periods of financial distress is con-
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;.inued but in an extensively revised
orm;

Seventh, the disadvantaged assistance
program, designed to help health profes-
sions schools to recruit and retain disad-
vantaged students, is continued;

Eighth, project grants for public
health and health administration are
continued; and

Ninth, special projects and advanced
training—including nurse practition-
e:sé-—for nurses are revised and contin-
ued.

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this bill. I recognize that to do
so they must put aside special interest
concerns, recognizing the paramount
need to restrain Federal expenditures.
This bill exemplifies how this goal can be
accomplished responsibly, by assuring
that the most critical needs, both old and
new, are met.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

S. 799

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) this
Act may be cited as the “Health Professions
Educational Assistance and Nurse Training
Act of 1981".

(b) Except as otherwise specifically pro-
vided, whenever in this Act an amendment
or repeal is expressed in terms of an amend-
ment to, or repeal of, a section or other pro-
vision, the reference shall be considered to
be made to a section or other provision of
the Health Service Act.

EFFECTIVE DATE

SEc. 2. Except as otherwise specifically pro-
vided, this Act and the amendments and
repeals made by this Act shall take effect on
October 1, 1981.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE VI
PART A—AMENDMENTS TO GENERAL PROVISIONS
LIMITATION OF USE OF APPROPRIATIONS
Sec. 101, Section 700 is repealed.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 102. (a) Section 701 (2) is amended
to read as follows:

“(2) The term ‘nonprofit' refers to the
status of an entity owned and operated by
one or more corporations or assoclations no
part of the net earnings of which inures, or
may lawfully inure, to the benefit of any
private shareholder or individual.”.

{b) (1) Bection 701 is amended by striking
out paragraph (3) and redesignating para-
graph (4) as paragraph (3).

{2) Bection 701(3) (as redesignated
by paragraph (1) of this subsection) 1is
amended—

(A) by striking out “a school which” and
inserting in lieu thereof "an accredited pub-
lic or nonprofit private school in a State
that"; and

(B) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: “The term ‘graduate program In
health administration’ means an accredited
graduate program in a public or nonprofit
private institution in a State that provides
training leading to a graduate degree in
health administration or an equivalent
degree.".

(c) Section 701 is further amended by
inserting after naracra~h (3) (as redesig-
nated by subsection (b)(1) of this section),
the following new paragraph:

“(4) The term ‘accredited’, when applied
to a school of medicine, osteopathy, dentis-
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, veterin medicine, optometry, podia-
:?;r phnrm:c? or public health, or a grad-
uate program in health administration,
means & school or program that 1s accredited
by a recognized body or bodies approved for

- such purpose by the Secretary of Education,
except that a new school or program that,
by reason of an insufficlent period of opera-
tion, is not, at the time of application for a
grant or contract under this title, eligible
for accreditation by such a recognized body
or bodies, shall be deemed accredited for
purposes of this title, if the Secretary of Edu-
cation finds, after consultation with the ap-
propriate accreditation body or bodies, that
there is reasonable assurance that the school
or program will meet the accreditation
standards of such body or bodles prior to the
beginning of the academic year following
the normal graduation date of the first en-
tering class in such school or program.”.

(d) Section 701 is further amended by re-
designating paragraphs (9) and (10) as
paragraphs (11) and (12), respectively, and
by inserting after paragraph (8), the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

“(9) The term ‘allled health personnel’
means individuals trained at the assocli-
ate, baccalaureate, master's, or doctoral de-
gree level in a health care related sclence,
with responsibility for the delivery of health
care related services (including services re-
lated to the identification, evaluation and
prevention of diseases and disorders, dietary
and nutrition services, health promotion, re-
habilitation, and health systems manage-
ment), but who, for the purposes of this
title, are not graduates of schools of medl!-
cine, osteopathy, dentistry, veterinary medi-
cine, optometry, podiatry, chiropractic, phar-
macy, public health, or nursing, or a gradu-
ate program in health administration.

“(10) The term ‘school of allied health’
means a public or nonorofit private junior
college, college, or university—

“(A) which provides, or can provide, pro-
grams of education in a discipline of allled
health leading to a baccalaureate or assocl-

ate degree (or an equivalent degree of -

either) or to a more advanced degree;

“(B) which provides training for not less
than a total of twenty persons in the allied
health curricula;

“(C) which includes or is affiliated with a
teaching hospital; and

“(D) which is accredited by a recognized
body or bodies approved for such purposes
by the Secretary of Education, or which pro-
vides to the Secretary satisfactory assurance
by such accrediting body or bodies that rea-
sonable progress is being made toward ac-
creditation.”.

(e) Sectlon T01(11) (as redesignated by
subsection (d) of this section) is amended
by inserting “the Commonwealth of* before
“the Northern Mariana Islands,”.

(f) Section 701(12) (as redesignated by
subsection (d) of this sectlon) is amended
by such accrediting body or bodles that rea-
sonable progress is being made toward
accreditation.”.

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HEALTH

PERSONNEL

Sec. 103. (a) The section heading for sec-
tion 702 is amended to read as follows:

“NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HEALTH

PERSONNEL"

(b) Sectlon 702(a) is amended—

(1) by striking out “Professions Educa-
tlon" after “National Advisory Council on
Health” and inserting in lleu thereof “Per-
sonnel™;

(2) by striking out “(or his delegate) ' and
inserting in lleu thereof “(or the delegate
of :91‘1)& ?Jecretnry) 0

¥y striking out “twenty” after “who
shall be Chairman of the Cou::cu, and™ and
inserting in lieu thereof “twenty-two";
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(4) by Inserting “among" before “persons
who because of their education”;

(5) by striking out "“parts B, C, D, E, F
and G of";

(6) by striking out clause (1) and insert-
ing in lleu thereof “(1) fourteen shall be
representatives of the schools and graduate
programs assisted under this title, including
at least one representative from each of the
types of schools and programs defined in par-
agraphs (3) and (10) of sectlon T01,";

(7) by striking out “two” in clause (2)
and Inserting in lieu thereof “three”; and

(8) by Inserting “or interns or residents,”
after “health professions schools,” in clause
(2).

(e) Bectlon 702 is further amended—

(1) by striking out “(other than subpart
II of part G thereof)™ each place it appears;
and

(2) by striking out “he" in subsection (C)
and inserting in lleu thereof “the Secre-
tary”.

ADVANCE FUNDING

Sec. 104. Section 703 is amended—

(1) by striking out “(a)"; and

(2) by striking out subsection (b).

RECORDS AND AUDITS

Sec. 105. The second sentence of section
705(a) is repealed.

NONINTERFERENCE WITH ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 106. Sectlon 707 is amended to read
as follows:

“NONINTERFERENCE WITH ADMINISTRATION OF
INSTITUTIONS

“Sec. T07. Nothing in this title shall be
construed as authorizing any department,
agency, officer, or employee of the United
States to exercise any direction over, or su-
pervision of, or control over, or impose any
requirement or condition with respect to, the
personnel, curriculum, methods of instruc-
tion, or administration of any institution.”.

HEALTH PROFESSIONS DATA

Sec. 107. (a) Section 708 is amended by re-
designating subsections (e), (f), and (g), as
subsections (f), (g), and (h), respectively.

(b) Sectlon 708 is further amended by
striking out subsections (a) through (d) and
inserting in lleu thereof the following new
subsections:.

“Sec. T08. (a) The Secretary shall establish
& program to collect, compile, and analyze
data on health professions personnel, includ-
Ing allopathic physicians, osteopathic phy-
sicians, dentists, pharmacists, optometrists,
podiatrists, veterinarians, public health per-
sonnel, health care administration personnel,
nurses, allied health personnel, and any
other health personnel in States designated
by the Secretary to be included in the pro-
gram. Such data shall include data respect-
Ing the training, licensure status (including
permanent, temporary, partial, limited, or
Institutional), place or places of practice,
professional specialty, practice characteris-
tics, place and date of birth, sex, and socio-
economic background of health professions
personnel, and such other demographic in-
formation regarding health professions per-
sonnel as the Secretary may require.

“(b) In carrying out subsection (a), the
Secretary shall collect avallable information
from public or private entities. The Secretary
may make grants to and enter into contracts
with public and private entities for the
collection of information not otherwise
avallable.

“{c) The Secretary, In cooperation with
appropriate public and private entitles,
shall—

“{1) analyze or provide for the analysis of
health personnel data collected under this
section;

“(2) conduct or provide for the conduct
of—

“(A) analytic and descriptive studies of
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health personnel information, including
Studies of the need for, and supply of, health
personnel; and

“(B) projections relating to such need
and supply In the future, compiled accord-
ing to type of personnel, practice specialty,
and geographic location; and

*(3) conduct or provide for the conduct
of analytic and descriptive studies of infor-
mation on health students, interns, resi-
dents, and practitioners who are participat-
ing in health professions education, and on
health personnel education programs and
institutions, including Institutional re-
sources, student financial requirements and
indebtedness, student characteristics such
as age, sex, race, ethnicity and socloeconomic
background, and apparent career choices
such as practice specialty and geographic
location.

“(d) Any school, program, or training cen-
ter recelving funds under this title or title
VIII shall submit an annual report to the
Secretary. Such report shall contain such
information as is necessary to assist the
Secretary in carrying out this section and
evaluating the efficacy of these programs !n
addressing national health priorities. The
Secretary shall not require the collection or
transmittal of any information under this
subsection that is not readily available to
such school, program, or training ‘center.
Information provided pursuant to this sub-
section shall be collected or transmitted
only to the extent permitted under subsec-
tion (f).

“{e) The Secretary shall submit to Con-
gress on October 1, 1982, and blennially
thereafter, the following reports:

“(1) a comprehensive report regarding the
status of health personnel according to pro-
fesslon, including a report regarding the
analytic and descriptive studies conducted
under this section; and

“(2) a comprehensive report regarding ap-
plicants to, and students enrolled in, pro-
grams and institutions for the training of
health personnel, including descriptions and
analyses of student Indebtedness, student
need for financial assistance, financial re-
sources to meet the needs of students, stu-
dent career cholces such as practice speclalty
and geographic location and the relation-
shlp, if any, between student Indebtedness
and career choices.”.

{c) Section T08(h) (as redesignated by
subsection (a) of this section) is amended
to read as follows:

“{h) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out this section $3,000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1982, and for each of the two succeeding
fiscal years.”.

SHARED SCHEDULED RESIDENCY TRAINING

POSITIONS

SEc. 108. (a) Section 709 is repealed.

(b) ESections 710 and 711 are redesignated
as sectlons 709 and 710, respectively.

PAYMENT UNDER GRANTS

Sec. 109. Section 709 (as redesignated by
section 108(b) of this Act) is amended to
read as follows:

““APPLICATIONS, PAYMENTS, AND ASSURANCES
UNDER GRANTS

“Sgc. 709. (a) Grants made under this title
may be pald (1) in advance or by way of re-
imbursement, (2) at such intervals and on
such conditions as the Secretary may find
necessary, and (3) with appropriate adjust-
ments on account of overpayments or under-
payments previously made.

*“(b) No grant may be made or contract
entered Into under this title unless an appli-
cation therefor has been submitted to and
approved by the Secretary. Such application
shall be in such form, submitted in such
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manner, and contain such information, as
the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe.

“(c) Whenever in this title an applicant is
required to provide assurances to the Secre-
tary, or an application is required to contaln
assurances or be supported by assurances, the
Secretary shall determine before approving
the application that the assurances provided
are made in good faith.

“(d) The Secretary may provide technical
assistance for the purpose of carrylng out any
program or purpose under this title.”.

TUITION AND OTHER EDUCATIONAL COSTS

Sec. 110. Section 710 (as redesignated by
section 108(b) of this Act) is amended to
read as follows:

“DIFFERENTIAL TUITION AND FEES

“Sgc. 710. The Secretary may not enter into
a contract with, or make a grant, loan guar-
antee, or interest subsidy payment under this
title or title VIII, to or for the benefit of, any
school, program, or training center if the tul-
tion levels or educational fees at such school,
program, or training center are higher for
certain students solely on the basis that such
students are the recipients of traineeships,
loans, loan tees, service scholarships,
or Interest subsidies from the Federal
Government.”.
Part B—GRANTS AND LoANS FOR CONSTRUCTION

oF TEACHING FACILITIES
APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS

Sgc. 121. Section 721 is amended by striking
out subsections (¢) throvgh (g) and by
amending subsection (b) to read as follows:

“(b) (1) To be eligible to apply for a grant
under section 720, the applicant must be &
public or other nonprofit school of medicine,
osteopathy, dentistry, veterinary medicine,
optometry, podiatry, pharmacy, or public
health, or any combination of such schools.

*(2) An application for a grant under sec-
tion 720 or loan guarantee or interest sub-
sidy under section 726, which would involve
the construction, conversion, renovation, or
modernization of all or part of an ambula-
tory primary care teaching facllity which is
affiliated with but not owned by a school eli-
gible for such grant under section 720 or loan
guarantee or interest subsidy under section
126, shall be submitted jointly by the eliglble
school and the affiliated facility.

“(3) In the case of a joint application sub-
mitted under paragraph (2), assistance under
section 720 or a loan guarantee or interest
subsidy under section 726, shall be provided
only for that portion of the proposed con-
struction, conversion, renovation, or modern-
ization which the Secretary determines to
be reasonably attributable to the needs of
such school for teaching or research pur-
poses.”.

ENROLLMENT COMMITMENTS

sec. 122, (a) Sectlon 725 is amended to
1ead as follows:

“ENROLLMENT COMMITMENTS

“Spc. T25. The Secretary shall unilaterally
release all recipients of grants, loan guaran-
tees, and Interest subsidies under sections
720(a) and 726 (as such sections were in ef-
fect prlor to October 1, 1981) from any con-
tractual obligation to fulfill enrolilment in-
creases Incurred pursuant to such sectlons
or under regulations published to implement
such sections.”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) of this section shall take effect on the
date of enactment of this Act.

LOAN GUARANTEES AND INTEREST SUBSIDIES

Sec. 123. (a) Section 726(a) is amended
by striking out “September 30, 1980" after
“and endine with the clese of” and inserting
in Heu thereof “Seotember 30, 1984".

(b) (1) Sectlon 726(b) is amended by strik-
ing out “September 30, 1980" after “with the
close of" and Inserting in lleu thereof “Sep-
tember 30, 1984."
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(2) Section 726(b) is further amended by
inserting before the period at the end there-
of “and for loan guarantees and interest sub-
gidies first made after Eeptember 30, 1981,
such amounts as are sufficient to reiuce the
net effective interest rate otherwise payable
on such loan—

“(1) by 6 percent per annum; or

“(2) to 7 percent per annum;
whichever is less".

(c) The second sentence of section 726
(e) is amended by striking out “and” after
“1079,” and by inserting befcre the period
a comma and “‘§4,300,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1981, and $4.,300,000 for
the fiscal vear ending September 30, 1982,
and each of the next two fiscal years'.

(d) Section 726(f) (2) is amended to read
as follows:

“(2) In any fiscal year no loan guarantee
may be made under subsection (a) and no
agreement to make interest subsidy pay-
ments may be entered into under subsection
(b) if the making of such guarantee or the
entering into of such agreement would cause
the total of—

“(A) the principal of the loans first guar-
anteed under subsection (a) in such fiscal
year, and

“(B) the principal of the loans for which
no guarantee has been made under subsec-
tion (a) and with respect to which an agree-
ment to make interest subsidy payments is
first entered into under subsection (b) in
such fiscal year,
to exceed $10,000,000 in such fiscal year.”.

(e) Section 726(g) is repealed.

Part C—STUDENT ASSISTANCE

SCOFE AND DURATION OF FEDERAL LOAN INSUR-
ANCE PROGRAM

Sec. 141. (a) (1) The first sentence of sec-
tion 728(a) is amended by striking out “and"
after “1979;"” and by inserting before the
period a semicolon and “and $100,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1882,
and for each of the next four fiscal years".

(2) The last sentence of such subsection is
amended by striking out “1982" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1987".

(b) Section T28(C) is amended by Insert-
ing “consolidate” after “sell,”” and by insert-
ing before the period a comma and “except
that no loan under this subpart may be con-
solidated 1f as a result of such consolidation
the Federal Government becomes liable for
any payment of principal or interest under
the provisions of section 439(o) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965".

LIMITATIONS

Sec. 142. Sectlon 729(a) 1s amended to
read as follows:

“LIMITATIONS ON INDIVIDUAL FEDERALLY IN-
SURED LOANS AND ON FEDERAL LOAN INSUR-
ANCE

“Sec. 729. (a) The total of the loans made
to a student in any academic year or its
equivalent (as determined by the Secretary)
which may be covered by Federal loan insur-
ance under this subpart may not exceed
$20,000 in the case of a student enrolled in &
school of medicine, osteopathy, dentistry,
veterinary medicine, optometry, or podiatry,
and $12,500 in the case of a student enrolled
in a school of pharmacy or public health, or
& graduate program in health administration.
The aggregate insured unpald principal
amount for all such insured loans made to
any borrower shall not at any time exceed
$80,000 in the case of a borrower who is or
was a student enrolled in a school of medi-
cine, osteopathy, dentistry, veterinary medi-
cine, optometry, or podiatry, and $50,000 in
the case of a borrower who is or was a stu-
dent enrolled in a school of pharmacy or pub-
lic health, or a graduate program in health
administration. The annual insurable limit
per student shall not be exceeded by a line of
credit under which actual payments by the
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lender to the borrower will not be made in

any year in excess of the annual limit.".

ELIGIBILITY OF STUDENT BORROWERS AND TERMS
OF FEDERALLY INSURED LOANS

Sec. 143. (a) (1) Section 731(a)(1)(A) 1s
amended by striking out clause (1ii) and
redesignating clauses (lv) and (v) as clauses
(i11) and (iv), respectively.

(2) Clause (iii) of such section (as re-
designated by paragraph (1) of this sub-
section) is amended by striking out “and”
before "other reasonable educatlonal ex-
penses” and by inserting “and reasonable
living expenses,” after “and laboratory ex-
penses,”.

(b) Sectlon 731(a) (2) 1s amended—

(1) in subparagraph (C) by inserting “and
interest” after “installments of principal”
and by striking out “and be pald" after “shall
accrue”;

(2) in subparagraph (D) by inserting “for
the purposes of calculating a repayment
schedule” before the semicolon;

(3) by striking out “and" after the semi-
colon at the end of subparagraph (E); and

{(4) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as
subparagraph (G) and inserting after sub-
paragraph (E) the following new subpara-
graph:

“(F) offers the borrower a graduated re-
payment plan option with larger payments
due later in the repayment period, pursuant
to criteria set by the Secretary; and”.

(c) Section 731(c) is amended by insert-
ing before the period a comma and “except
as provided in section T31(a) (2) (C)".

CERTIFICATE OF FEDERAL LOAN INSURANCE

Sec. 144. Section 732 1s amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sub-
sectlon:

“(f) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to preclude the lender and the bor-
rower, by mutual agreement, from consoli-
dating all of the borrower’s debts Into a
single Instrument, except that the portion or
such debt that is insured under this subpart
shall not be consolidated on terms less favor-
able to the borrower than if no consolidation
had occurred and no loan under this subpart
may be consolidated with any other loan if,
as a result of such consolidation, the Fed-
eral Government becomes liable for any pay-
ment of principal or interest under the pro-
visions of section 439(o) of the Higher
Educatlon Act of 1965.".

DEFAULTS

Sec. 145. Section 733(g) is amended to read
#s follows:

“(g) A debt which is a loan insured under
the authority of this subpart may be released
by a discharge in bankruptcy under title 11,
United States Code, only if such discharge is
granted—

*“(1) after the expiration of the five-year
period beginning on the first date, as specl-
fled in subparagravhs (B) and (C) of section
731(a) (2), when repayment of such loan is
required;

*“(2) upon a finding by the Bankruptcy
Court that the nondischarge of such debt
would be unconscionable; and

‘(3) upon the condition that the Secre-
tary shall not have walved the Secretary's
rights to apply subsection (f) to the borrower
and the discharged debt.”.

DEFINITIONS—STUDENT ASSISTANCE

Sec. 148. (a) Sectlon 737 (1) is am